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The Senate met at 12:30 p.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
(Mr. LEAHY).

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal God, who causes the morning
stars to sing together, Your presence
fills us with joy. Show our lawmakers
the path that leads to life. As they
strive to serve You faithfully, guide
their steps to the destination You
choose.

Lord, remind them that You know
their hearts and hear their requests for
help. Continue to be their refuge and
strength, a very present help in trou-
bled times. Keep Your people safe and
surround them with the shield of Your
favor.

We pray in Your strong Name. Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Morn-
ing business is closed.

Senate

(Legislative day of Monday, January 10, 2022)

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to resume
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Amitabha Bose,
of New Jersey, to be Administrator of
the Federal Railroad Administration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HICKENLOOPER). Without objection, it is
s0 ordered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

BIDEN ADMINISTRATION

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 12
months ago, a newly inaugurated
President Biden stood on the west
front of the Capitol, and here is what
he had to say:

My whole soul is in this: bringing America
together, uniting our people, uniting our na-
tion.

Yesterday, that very same man deliv-
ered a deliberately divisive speech that
was designed to pull our country fur-
ther apart.

Twelve months ago, this President
said we should see each other not as
adversaries but as neighbors. Yester-
day, he called millions of Americans
his domestic ‘‘enemies.”’

Twelve months ago, the President
called on Americans to ‘‘join forces,

stop the shouting, lower the tempera-
ture,” but yesterday, he shouted that if
you disagree with him, you are George
Wallace. George Wallace? If you don’t
pass the laws he wants, you are Bull
Connor. And if you oppose giving
Democrats untrammeled one-party
control of the country, well, you are
Jefferson Davis.

Twelve months ago, this President
said ‘‘disagreement must not lead to
disunion.” Ah, but yesterday, he in-
voked the bloody disunion of the Civil
War—the Civil War—to demonize
Americans who disagree with him. He
compared—Ilisten to this—a bipartisan
majority of Senators to literal traitors.
How profoundly—profoundly—un-Presi-
dential.

Look, I have known, liked, and per-
sonally respected Joe Biden for many
years. I did not recognize the man at
the podium yesterday.

American voters did not give Presi-
dent Biden a mandate for very much.
He got a tied Senate and negative coat-
tails in the House—the narrowest ma-
jorities in over a century. The Presi-
dent did not get a mandate to trans-
form America or reshape society, but
he did arguably get a mandate to do
just one central thing that he cam-
paigned on. Here is what that was:
Bridge a divided country; lower the
temperature; dial down the perpetual
air of crisis in our politics. That is the
one central promise that Joe Biden
made. It is the one job citizens actually
hired him to do. It is the one project
that would have actually been con-
sistent—consistent—with the Congress
that voters elected. Ah, but President
Biden has chosen to fail his own test.

The President’s rant—rant—yester-
day was incoherent, incorrect, and be-
neath his office. He used the phrase
“Jim Crow 2.0” to demagogue a law
that makes the franchise more acces-
sible than in his own State of Dela-
ware. He blasted Georgia’s procedures

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

5165



S166

regarding local election officials while
pushing national legislation with al-
most identical language on that issue.

The President implied that things
like wildly popular ID laws are—listen
to this—‘‘totalitarian.”” Totalitarian?
Ironically, on the same day, Wash-
ington, DC’s Democratic mayor told
citizens to bring both a photo ID and a
vaccine card anytime they leave the
house.

The President repeatedly invoked the
January 6 riot, while himself using ir-
responsible, delegitimizing rhetoric
that undermines our democracy.

The sitting President of the United
States compared American States to
“‘totalitarian states.”” He said our
country will be an ‘‘autocracy’ if he
does not get his way—if he does not get
his way.

So the world saw our Commander in
Chief propagandize against his own
country—his own country—to a degree
that would have made Pravda blush.
There was no consistent standard be-
hind anything the President said. He
trampled through some of the most
sensitive and sacred parts of our Na-
tion’s past. He invoked times when ac-
tivists bled and when soldiers died, all
to demagogue voting laws that are
more expansive than what Democrats
have on the books in his own home
State.

Georgia has more days of early vot-
ing than Delaware or New York. Geor-
gia has no-excuse absentee voting,
which Delaware and New York do not
have. If Georgia or Texas presents Jim
Crow emergencies, then so do a whole
lot of Democratic-run States.

The Senate Democratic leader has
gone on cable TV saying Georgia ‘‘is
greatly restricting or eliminating early
voting.” That is a lie, provably false.
Georgia has more early voting than
New York. The Democratic leader has
tried to fearmonger about one rural
Georgia county that condensed mul-
tiple voting locations into one—omne
rural Georgia county. Well, the county
is overwhelmingly red. They were
clearly not involved in trying to sup-
press Democratic votes—T70 percent Re-
publican in that one county in 2020.

So take a step back for a minute.
President Biden’s story is that democ-
racy is on death’s door, but he spent 9
months chasing a reckless taxing-and-
spending spree before addressing it. It
must not be that much of an emer-
gency. Citizens are meant to believe a
return of Jim Crow is on the table, but
this was only President Biden’s sixth
priority after he was blocked from
spending $5 trillion on windmills and
welfare. Democrats’ own behavior re-
futes their false hysteria.

Twelve months ago, the President
said that ‘‘politics need not be a raging
fire destroying everything in its path.”
That was just 12 months ago, but yes-
terday, he poured a giant can of gaso-
line on the fire.

Twelve months ago, the President
said every disagreement doesn’t have
to be a cause for total war, but yester-
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day, he said anyone who opposes
smashing the Senate—smashing the
Senate—and letting Democrats rewrite
election law is a domestic ‘‘enemy”’
and—Ilisten to this—a traitor like Jef-
ferson Davis.

One week ago, President Biden gave a
January 6 lecture about not stoking
political violence—1 week ago. Yester-
day, with the world’s largest mega-
phone, he invoked the literal Civil War
and said we are on the doorstep of ‘‘au-
tocracy.” He talked about domestic
“‘enemies’”’—rhetoric unbecoming of a
President of the United States.

In less than a year, ‘‘restoring the
soul of America’” has become this:
Agree with me or you are a bigot.
Agree with me or you are a bigot—from
lowering the temperature to invoking
totalitarian States and the Civil War.

This inflammatory rhetoric was not
an attempt to persuade skeptical Dem-
ocrat or Republican Senators. This
whole display—this whole display—in
fact, you could not invent a better ad-
vertisement for the legislative fili-
buster than a President abandoning ra-
tional persuasion for pure dema-
goguery. You could not invent a better
advertisement for the legislative fili-
buster than what we have just seen: a
President abandoning rational persua-
sion for pure—pure—demagoguery.

A President shouting that 52 Sen-
ators and millions of Americans are
racist unless he gets whatever he wants
is proving exactly why the Framers
built the Senate to check his power.

This whole display is the best pos-
sible argument for preserving—opre-
serving—the Senate rules that extend
deliberation, force Dbipartisan com-
promise, and let cooler heads prevail.
Nothing proves it better than this epi-
sode. It offers a perfect case study in
why Senator Biden was right about the
filibuster and President Biden is
wrong.

One respected scholar explained it
this way:

The smallest majority we’ve ever seen in
our politics is trying to change the rules for
how people get elected in every [single]
state. . . . That’s just about the best argu-
ment for the filibuster you could possibly
imagine.

The citizens of the greatest country
in the world deserve for their elected
officials to treat them like grownups.
The adults of America deserve to hear
from the adults in Washington, DC.

I will close with some basic truths.

Obviously, our country is more di-
vided than it should be, no doubt.

In recent years, I have vocally criti-
cized people across the political spec-
trum who have sought to legitimatize
elections when they win and
delegitimize democracy when they are
polling badly or when they lose.

I criticized the top Democrats’
hysteria after 2016, when their rhetoric
had 66 percent of Democrats across
America falsely convinced that Russia
had hacked our voting machines and
changed the tallies. Sixty-six percent
of Democrats thought that after 2016. I
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criticized Speaker PELOSI and House
Democrats who spent the runup to 2020
hyping conspiracy theories and sug-
gesting the election would presump-
tively be illegitimate if their side lost.

In December 2020 and January of last
year, our side of the aisle defended our
constitutional process despite political
pressure, and we had, of course, a lit-
eral mob. But now it is President Biden
and Leader SCHUMER and other Wash-
ington Democrats who don’t like their
poll numbers. So they are reversing
their tune yet again. The people who
spent November 2020 through January
2021 preaching sermons about the
strength and the sanctity of our de-
mocracy are now undertaking to
delegitimize the next election in case
they lose it.

We have a sitting President—a sit-
ting President—invoking the Civil War,
shouting about totalitarianism and la-
beling millions of Americans his do-
mestic enemies.

We have a Senate Democratic leader
who now frequently calls American
elections ‘‘a rigged game.”

Look, this will not be repaired with
more lies, more outrage, and more
rulebreaking.

Unfortunately, President Biden has
rejected the better angels of our na-
ture. So it is the Senate’s responsi-
bility to protect the country. This in-
stitution was constructed as a firewall
against exactly—exactly—the kind of
rage and false hysteria we saw on full
display yesterday. It falls to the Sen-
ate to put America on a better track.
It falls to us. So this institution can-
not give in to dishonorable tactics. We
cannot surrender to this recklessness.
We have to stand up, stand strong, pro-
tect the Senate, and defend the coun-

try.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
FILIBUSTER

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want
to applaud the Republican leader, the
Senator from Kentucky, for saying
what needed to be said. If there is a
unique role for the U.S. Senate in our
system of government, it is to be the
place where debate and deliberation,
common sense and compromise, prevail
over demagoguery.

And, unfortunately, what we heard
from President Biden yesterday was
sheer demagoguery. And I agree that it
was not only unbecoming of the Presi-
dent of the United States; it was,
frankly, embarrassing. Many of us were
embarrassed for him that he would re-
sort to that sort of rhetoric, particu-
larly when Members of his own polit-
ical party are not on board asking him
to do what he wants to do, which is to
break the rules of the U.S. Senate.

So until this debate began, many
Americans probably didn’t think twice
about something called the filibuster.
And as we have all tried to explain why
it is important and what role the fili-
buster plays in our system of govern-
ment, I think it is perhaps best de-
scribed as a mechanism to force us to
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do what doesn’t come naturally, and
that is to build consensus, to work to-
gether in the best interest of the coun-
try, and to pass laws that will endure,
not those that will be reversed with the
new majority, with the next election.

When you think about a country like
ours, with 330 million people, as diverse
as it is, it just makes sense for us to
have fulsome debate and deliberation,
because the risk of making mistakes,
of unintended consequences, is great,
and there is no body in America that
can fix mistakes made by the U.S. Con-
gress.

So deliberation is an important func-
tion, and that is why forcing us to do
what doesn’t come naturally, which
means to work together and build con-
sensus to get 60 votes to cut off debate,
is such a critical role.

Well, unfortunately, our colleagues
have—according to the Democratic
leader and the majority leader—our
colleagues have chosen to leave bipar-
tisanship and tradition at the door in
order to grow their own political
power.

Make no mistake, they face an uphill
battle. Two of our Democratic col-
leagues have stated their outright op-
position, and I imagine others who hold
the same view who have not wanted to
catch the slings and arrows that have
made their way toward the Senator
from Arizona and the Senator from
West Virginia.

There are many other Democratic
Senators who hold the same concerns
in private. Still, the majority leader is
determined to light the Senate rule
book on fire.

As this Chamber considers such an
extreme move, I want to share some
wise words from one of our former col-
leagues. That would be former Senator
Joe Biden. The current President
served in the Senate for three and a
half decades and held a deep reverence
for the rules and the traditions and the
norms that govern this body—at least,
he did. Back in 2005, the Senate was
weighing whether or not to eliminate
the 60-vote requirement for certain ju-
dicial nominees. At that time we had a
Republican majority and a Democratic
minority. The shoe was on the other
foot. But Senator Biden—or then-Sen-
ator Biden—was absolutely clear about
his feelings on the matter. He said:
Eliminating the filibuster—the so-
called nuclear option—is ‘‘an example
of the arrogance of power’—‘‘the arro-
gance of power.”

Now, that is not an ambiguous state-
ment. That is not a qualified state-
ment. That is not a contingent state-
ment. That is a declarative statement
about what eliminating the filibuster
is—an arrogance of power.

Back in 2005, then-Senator Biden be-
lieved that changing the rules to ben-
efit yourself or your political party is
an example of that arrogance of power.
And he called it ‘‘a fundamental power
grab by the majority party.” But now
President Biden obviously holds the
exact opposite view. In other words, he
has done a spectacular flip-flop.
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Now that his party is the one in
power, he is not only OK with the idea
of this arrogance of power, this power
grab, he endorses it. He advocates for
it.

He is willing to use some of the
strongest rhetoric I have ever heard
come from a President of the United
States to condemn it, to condemn the
filibuster and endorse its destruction.
In Georgia, yesterday, President Biden
made his new position on the filibuster
crystal clear. He said: ‘“Let the major-
ity prevail.”

The move he once called ‘“‘a funda-
mental power grab’’ is now his new leg-
islative strategy. And President Biden
isn’t the only one to have done a com-
plete flip-flop when it comes to the fili-
buster, when it is opportunistic, when
it is convenient, when it is expedient.

Senator DURBIN, the Democratic ma-
jority whip, also used to have a deep
respect for the traditions of the Sen-
ate. He said that, if the filibuster were
eliminated, ‘‘that would be the end of
the Senate as it was originally devised
and created going back to our Found-
ing Fathers.”” But his respect for these
traditions, these norms, these rules
dissipated when it became a political
inconvenience.

Last year, Senator DURBIN, the Sen-
ator from Illinois, said the filibuster
‘“‘has become the death grip of democ-
racy.”

I am not sure if he is proud of it now,
but Senator SCHUMER was also an advo-
cate for the filibuster in the not-so-dis-
tant past. Just a few years ago—again,
when the shoe was on the other foot
and Democrats were a minority, and
Republicans were a majority—he said
we should ‘‘build a fire wall around the
legislative filibuster” to protect the
Senate from ‘‘the winds of short-term
electoral change.”

Well, today, for sure, the winds have
shifted. The Senator who once sup-
ported the filibuster now finds himself
as the majority leader, trying to ap-
pease the most radical elements in his
political base.

Where does he stand on the filibuster
today? Well, he is whipping votes to
eliminate it. Democrats who once
hailed the filibuster as a vital stabi-
lizing force in our government now call
it a weapon of mass destruction, a
mockery of American democracy, and
even a Jim Crow relic.

Let’s not forget that, just about a
yvear and a half ago, Democrats used
this Jim Crow relic to block an anti-
lynching bill. That is right. I was here
on the Senate floor when the now-Vice
President of the TUnited States,
KAMALA HARRIS, and CORY BOOKER
from New Jersey, our colleague from
New Jersey, participated in a filibuster
to block a motion to proceed to a po-
lice reform bill that contained their
own anti-lynching bill in it. Shocking
to me. They didn’t even want to begin
discussion of the bill—their own anti-
lynching bill.

Well, now that Democrats control all
levers of government, they have tossed
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their previous convictions in the trash.
Their agenda, securing a result that
will result in a permanent partisan ad-
vantage, that is their sole focus. Our
colleagues seem to have been blinded
by the possibility of short-term vic-
tories, and they are ignoring the longer

term repercussions, because, in the
Senate, what goes around comes
around.

Let’s say that Democrats muster
enough support to take a wrecking ball
to the Senate rules. They blow up the
rules and pass this so-called election
bill with only 50 votes plus the tie-
breaking vote of the Vice President.
They would likely spend the rest of the
year checking other items off of their
radical wish list. This idea about a
carve-out for one kind of bill is just
malarkey, to use the President’s term.

They would clearly use this to craft
new laws to curb Second Amendment
rights, expand access to abortion, and
decimate important industries in the
United States like the oil and gas in-
dustry. At the same time, the Presi-
dent is asking for Vladimir Putin and
OPEC to pump more oil because the
price of gasoline has gone through the
roof.

Well, our colleagues like the sound of
that—eliminating the filibuster—but
they aren’t prepared for what inevi-
tably would come next.

The great genius of our system and of
our country is that power is not abso-
lute, and, ultimately, all power lies in
the hands of we the people, and we are
all directly accountable to the people
we represent.

If voters reject Democrats’ power
grab and hand Republicans the Senate
majority, Democrats would, if they
were successful today or tomorrow,
have zero impact on the legislative
process. You could just ignore Demo-
crats and plow your way to a certain
result. They would have no way of
stopping legislation they absolutely
abhor from becoming law, and the
States they represent, represented by
Democratic Senators, those Senators
would be irrelevant. Think about that.

All of us worked hard to get here. All
of us are proud of the fact that our vot-
ers elected us to represent them in this
most august body known on the planet,
but if you happen to be in the minor-
ity, under the current position taken
by the President and the majority lead-
er and our Senate Democratic friends—
almost all of them—those Senators
elected in blue States would have zero
impact. They might as well not even
show up.

If voters reject the Democrats’ power
grab and hand Republicans the major-
ity, they would have no say in the leg-
islative process, if they are successful.

A Republican-controlled Senate
could pass new laws to protect the
right to life, secure the border, expand
and enhance Second Amendment rights
under the Constitution, and much,
much more.

If that were to happen, would Demo-
crats stand by the rules change that
they are debating and advocating for
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today? Would they stand by their deci-
sion to silence the minority party and
minority Senators? Would they agree
with President Biden’s statement, ‘‘Let
the majority prevail’’?

Well, we don’t have to wonder be-
cause we have seen this movie before.
Our colleagues have already expressed
regrets over the previous filibuster
carve-out.

Contrary to the strong statement
Democrats made in 2005 advocating for
the filibuster to be maintained, they
started chipping away at it just 8 years
later.

In 2013, Democrats eliminated the 60-
vote threshold for judicial nominees,
and the move has haunted them for
nearly a decade and resulted in the
confirmation of three Supreme Court
Justices during President Trump’s
term of office.

Back then, when they invoked the
nuclear option, Leader MCCONNELL
said:

You will regret this, and you may regret
this a lot sooner than you think.

Reflecting on that moment a few
years ago, Senator BENNET, one of our
Colorado colleagues, was clear. He said
Senator MCCONNELL was right.

Under the previous administration,
the Republican-led Senate confirmed
more than 230 conservative judges, all
thanks to the Democrats’ elimination
of the filibuster when it comes to
nominations.

The senior Senator from Colorado
isn’t the only one who has shown re-
morse after ending up on the losing
side of that rules change. Senator
TESTER, our colleague from Montana,
said voting on that rule change was
“‘probably the biggest mistake [he]
ever made.”

Senator SHAHEEN, our colleague from
New Hampshire, concluded that ‘‘it has
not served us well.”

Even Senator SCHUMER, the majority
leader, has said that ‘I wish it hadn’t
happened.”

And as a reminder, this is only in ref-
erence to Federal judges. These indi-
viduals hold tremendous power, no mis-
take about it.

But now we are talking about rule
changes that stipulate how laws are
made, not how nominations are consid-
ered. This is the so-called legislative
calendar, and what happens in the
wake of this change would impact
every single family across the country.

When Republicans, inevitably, at
some point, take the majority again, it
would be a simple thing, with 51 votes,
to dismantle all of the laws that our
Democratic colleagues have passed if
they were to eliminate the filibuster.
Then, of course, when Democrats take
control again, the reverse would hap-
pen.

You know, I think that the 60-vote
requirement is forcing us to do some-
thing that doesn’t come natural, and
that is to force us to work together to
build consensus. I think that is what
the American people want us to do, to
work together. And the filibuster, that
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60-vote requirement to close off debate,
forces us to do just that. It eliminates
the possibility that we can, with a
mere majority of 51 votes, have our
way, only to see it reversed after the
next election. That is not good for the
country. That is not good for our con-
stituents. That doesn’t create the sort
of predictable, enduring laws that the
American people should be able to rely
on.

Well, when it comes to eliminating
the filibuster, Senator Biden’s line
about ‘‘the arrogance of power” is ex-
actly that. At some point, the shoe will
be on the other foot—it always hap-
pens—which is why no party, neither
party, has been so shortsighted, until
now, to try to eliminate the legislative
filibuster. No party has ever been so
power hungry and so shortsighted as to
shatter the norms and traditions of
this institution.

I would like to close with one more
quote from then-Senator Biden back in
2005. He said:

What shortsightedness, and what a price
history will exact on those who support this
radical move.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

VOTING RIGHTS

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, last week,
the Vice President of the United States
told us that a riot that happened here
in the U.S. Capitol last year was the
equivalent of the day in which Japan
attacked us at Pearl Harbor and the
United States was pulled into a world
war that took the lives of over 3 per-
cent of the world’s population.

And yesterday, we were treated to
the President telling us that election
laws that are being passed by various
States across the country over the last
year are basically the same, the equiv-
alent, of the segregation that existed
in this country in the 1950s and 1960s
and before.

Now, look, if your daily routine is to
wake up in the morning and turn on
MSNBC as you ride your Peloton and
then you go on Twitter as you are
drinking your caramel macchiato and
then you are reading the New York
Times as you are eating your avocado
toast, I imagine all this makes perfect
sense to you. After all, for these peo-
ple, they believe this ridiculous nar-
rative that every Republican—every
Republican—is an insurrectionist,
probably a racist, wants to overthrow
the U.S. Government, and wants to de-
stroy democracy.

The good news is that the over-
whelming majority of Americans hap-
pen to live back here on planet Earth.
And what they are worried about, to
the extent they even pay attention to
any of this stuff that has been said
over the last 2 weeks—what they are
really worried about is the fact that
everything costs more; you go to the
grocery store and the shelves are
empty; they have a small business and
they hire someone on Monday who just
disappears on Thursday and never
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comes back; you have got, every day,
thousands of people illegally entering
the United States across an open bor-
der; and, by the way, we have a surge
in violent crime and lawlessness across
the country. That is probably what
they are worried about—in fact, I know
it is—on a daily basis.

But to the extent they have paid at-
tention to any of this, let me tell you
something. First of all, I think almost
everyone would tell you that what hap-
pened on January 6 here was a terrible
thing; it should never have happened;
and it should never happen again.

But I don’t care how many candle-
light vigils and musical performances
you have from the cast of ‘“‘Hamilton,”’
you are not going to convince, at least
most normal and sane people, that our
government last year was almost over-
thrown by a guy wearing a Viking hat
and Speedos. OK?

And I don’t care, you know, how
many of these speeches the President
gives in which he shouts out this hy-
perbole and all this melodrama, you
are not going to convince people that
having a State pass a law that says, for
example, that you have to produce an
identification is the same as segrega-
tion.

Nevertheless, despite the fact that
that is what most people in this coun-
try are worried about—inflation and all
these other things—that is not what we
are working on here. That is not what
we will spend this week on. That is not
what the priority of this administra-
tion has been. That is not what the
President is giving speeches about. You
may care about inflation back home.
They care about the fact—their crisis
is that there are some laws in this
country, for example, some States in
this country, that do not automati-
cally force everyone to register to vote.
They just automatically register them.
Well, that is the crisis.

They don’t care that store shelves
are empty. In fact, they have denied
that the store shelves are actually
empty.

For them, the real problem is that
States have laws, for example, that
don’t allow these roving gangs of activ-
ists to bully people into turning over
their ballot so they can show up at 6:59
p.m. on election day and just dump it
on an elections official.

And by the way, they don’t seem
overly concerned that there are Ameri-
cans that will be fired or not allowed
into a restaurant unless they can
produce their papers, their vaccine
card.

The real problem is how dare you ask
them to produce a voter ID—a photo ID
in order to vote. That is their real
problem.

So how can this be? I mean, how can
there be such an enormous disconnect
between what real people in the real
world care about and are talking about
on a daily basis and what we are going
to spend our time talking about here
and these speeches that have been
given over the last week?
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It isn’t about the Capitol riot. Every-
one agrees the Capitol riot was terrible
and shouldn’t have happened—I think
most everyone does. But these are
some of the same people who
downplayed over 700 riots, thousands of
cases of looting that happened in
America in the summer of 2020.

It most certainly isn’t about election
laws that have been passed in the last
year. They have been pushing these
same bills with different titles and dif-
ferent names—they have been pushing
all of this for the better part of a dec-
ade.

And it certainly isn’t about voting
rights. It is easier than it has ever been
in the history of the United States to
register to vote and to vote. And the
proof is that in 2020, we had the highest
turnout in over 100-and-something
years. This isn’t about any of that.

If you are paying attention, let me
tell you what this is about. This is
about power. It is about power. This is
about changing the rules of the Senate
so they have the power to ram
through—to ram through—an election
law. And this is about ramming
through an election law to make sure
that they never lose power, to make it
easier to win elections for them and,
therefore, have power for perpetuity.

You want to talk about defending de-
mocracy? Let’s talk about the Ameri-
cans, real people, who are afraid to do-
nate to a political campaign, to put a
bumper sticker on their car, to tell
people who they voted for. They are
afraid because they don’t want to get
canceled; they don’t want to get boy-
cotted; they don’t want to get har-
assed—so they are afraid. They don’t
want to get smeared.

Do you want to talk about totali-
tarianism? Let’s talk about the fact
that the Attorney General of the
United States has said let’s go after
some of these parents complaining at
school boards and treat them as domes-
tic terrorists.

And, listen, if you want to talk about
segregation, then let’s talk about a
system of education that is both sepa-
rate and unequal, divided between the
people who can afford to spend $50,000
or $60,000 a year to send their kids to a
fancy school where they get SAT tutor-
ing and they get all kinds of advan-
tages and the thousands—no, mil-
lions—of American parents who are
Hispanic and African American and
others who have no choice whatsoever
as to where their kids go to school.
They have no voice. They have to send
their kid to the school the government
tells them.

These people don’t care about any of
this because it is about power. It is not
just the power to change election laws.
We have seen it. It is about the power
to tell you what you are allowed to
say. It is about the power to tell you
where you are allowed to go. It is about
the power to tell you what you are al-
lowed to do. It is about the power to in-
timidate, to destroy, to smear, to call
a racist, a bigot, a hater anyone who
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dares get in your way, anyone who
dares disagree with you. It is about the
power to do that.

Well, let me tell you something. I
was raised by and have lived my entire
life alongside people who lost their
country, the country of their birth, to
power-hungry people just like that.

I warn you, do not stand by and allow
it to happen to this one.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

JANUARY 6

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I wish
it were the case that everyone agrees
that what happened here on January 6
was an abomination, but that is simply
not true. That is simply not true. Many
of my Republican colleagues will say
the right things on the Senate floor—
occasionally will whisper the right
things to us when the cameras aren’t
watching. But a recent poll—a non-
partisan Monmouth University poll—
asked Republican voters whether or
not they thought January 6 was a le-
gitimate protest. And guess what. Half
of Republican voters in this country
say that the invasion of this Capitol
that involved chants for the death of
the Vice President, a gallows outside
the U.S. Capitol—half of Republicans
believe that that was a legitimate pro-
test. Seven out of ten Republicans
today don’t believe that Joe Biden is
the legitimate President. They believe
that Donald Trump won the election,
despite the fact that he lost by 7 mil-
lion votes.

And the reason for that is mostly
that the leader of the Republican
Party, Donald Trump, has been legiti-
mizing violence, urged those protests
and that insurrection attempt, cheered
them at the end of the day on January
6, and also because we have seen most-
ly silence from mainstream Repub-
licans who know better but don’t want
to pick a fight with President Trump.

So, yes, we are worried about the fu-
ture of our Republic. We are worried
about the future of our Republic be-
cause a mainstream political party has
gotten behind the idea that power mat-
ters more than elections; that violence
is a legitimate means of protest.

So this idea that everybody agrees
that January 6 was an abomination
just isn’t true. It is not true, and that
is, in part, why we are so worried.

FILIBUSTER

Mr. President, I want to talk about
two subjects today, and the first is this
question of the rules of the Senate be-
cause I have listened with great inter-
est over the last few days as my Repub-
lican colleagues have come down to the
floor to extol the virtues of Senate tra-
dition. They explained the danger of
changing the rules so that the majority
vote in the Senate can pass legislation.

It doesn’t sound like a radical idea;
that if the majority of Senators want a
piece of legislation to pass, it should
pass. But this idea that the filibuster is
part of the original design of our de-
mocracy or our Senate or that the cur-
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rent use of the filibuster is consistent
with Senate tradition is just not true.

Our Founding Fathers—yes, they
built a system of government that was
designed to make rapid change, even
change supported by the majority of
voters, really, really hard to imple-
ment.

They designed two different legisla-
tive Chambers, the President with veto
power, staggered terms for Senators,
but our Founding Fathers considered a
supermajority requirement for legisla-
tion in the Congress, and they rejected
it as too great a limitation on the will
of the people.

Now, admittedly, at the time of our
founding, there were other checks on
the voters’ will being quickly trans-
formed into policy changes. Back then,
for instance, only White men could
vote. The citizenry at the time wasn’t
even trusted to directly elect the Mem-
bers of this body. But in the decades
that followed, the American people de-
manded more democracy, and they got
it.

Why? Because as our grand experi-
ment of democracy continues, we saw
proof of concept. The people could be
trusted to govern themselves. They
could choose leaders who were more
able, more honest, more effective than
any King or Queen or Sultan or Em-
peror.

So we extended the franchise univer-
sally. We decided to have the Senate be
directly elected, and as America ex-
panded, the new States out in the
West, they gobbled up even more de-
mocracy. The West decided to elect not
just legislators but judges and prosecu-
tors, dog catchers and insurance com-
missioners. The majoritarian rule, as
America grew, became addictive, and
as our country grew, our citizens de-
manded more of it.

Now, in the context of the Founders’
intentions and the long-term trend to-
ward more democracy, this 60-vote re-
quirement, this supermajority require-
ment in the Senate, which doesn’t exist
in any other high-income democracy—
it stands out like a sore, rotting
thumb. This anti-majoritarian drain
clog is designed intentionally to stop
the majority of Americans from get-
ting what they want from government
because that is what it is.

Why should it not be up to the voters
and not politicians to decide the laws
of this Nation?

With a 60-vote threshold, that deci-
sion is robbed from voters. Given that
only one-third of the Senate is up for
election every 2 years, it is just impos-
sible for voters on their own to move
one party from, say, 46 or 48 Members
of this body to 60 Members in one elec-
tion, and we all know this.

But right now the American public is
in no mood for the choices of elites to
be continually substituted for their
collective judgment. Right now, Amer-
icans are in a pretty revolutionary
mood, and you can understand why.
More Americans today than at any
time in recent history see themselves
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on the precipice of financial and spir-
itual ruin. So why on Earth would our
message amidst this growing populous
tempest be to tell voters that rules are
required to protect them from their
bad judgment, to take from them pur-
posely the ability to change policies
whenever and however they wish?

Now, Senate Republicans will say
that even though the filibuster is anti-
majoritarian—right, it is. It says that
even if the public installs a majority in
the Senate that wants policy A, the
rules are going to be constructed in the
Senate to prevent it from happening.
Senate Republicans will say that even
though it is anti-majoritarian, it is for
good reason because, as I have heard
many of my colleagues say, it pro-
motes compromise.

Well, I have been in the Senate now
for 8, 9 years. Once in a blue Moon, like
this summer on the infrastructure bill,
there is a big bipartisan achievement.
But anyone who believes that the rules
of the Senate right now incentivizes bi-
partisanship should just watch the
Senate for, like, a few days.

Today, the 60-vote threshold just al-
lows the minority to sit back and say,
no, no, no, over and over again, in large
part, because its usage has changed so
much. It didn’t used to be that the fili-
buster, the 60-vote threshold, was ap-
plied to everything.

Up until the 1970s, cloture votes were
almost nonexistent in the Senate. Big
things routinely passed with 50 votes.
Think about this. In 1994, Senator
FEINSTEIN forced a vote here on one of
the most controversial topics that we
could talk about—a ban on assault
weapons. It received, in 1994, fewer
votes than did the Manchin-Toomey
background checks bill 30 years later.
But the assault weapons ban, arguably
way more controversial than the back-
ground checks bill, passed and became
law while the background checks bill
didn’t. Why? Because in 1994, many im-
portant votes, even the assault weap-
ons ban, were allowed to proceed on a
majority-vote basis.

That all changed, mostly when
Democrats won the Senate in 2007, and
Barack Obama was elected President.
But no matter who started this policy
of applying the 60-vote threshold to ev-
erything, today both parties use it.
Democrats used it when we were in the
minority.

The practice of the filibuster doesn’t
jibe with this clarion call of adhering
to Senate tradition because Senate tra-
dition is not to use the 60-vote thresh-
old on everything. Let’s be honest. We
are not going back to a world in which
Senators self-regulate the filibuster.
And there is no sign that the claim the
filibuster is an incentive for biparti-
sanship is going to suddenly become
true.

Today, millions of voters are won-
dering why they vote to change the
people who get elected but then noth-
ing actually changes.

We should have a better answer than
just Senate tradition.
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AFGHANISTAN

Mr. President, President Biden’s de-
cision to remove our remaining troops
from Afghanistan was the right one, no
question about it.

President Trump set the Biden ad-
ministration up for failure. Trump’s
agreement with the Taliban committed
us to withdrawing all of our troops, and
had Biden torn up that agreement, he
would have had to send tens of thou-
sands of troops into Afghanistan to
push back the Trump-era Taliban
gains. The American public would not
have supported another Afghanistan
troop surge and for good reason. The
overnight collapse of the Afghan Army
and Government was, frankly, proof
that 20 years of nation building had
failed, and another 20 years wasn’t
going to result in a different outcome.

President Biden made the right deci-
sion to leave. The American people, by
a large margin, support that decision.

But right now we need to be honest.
The question of what to do now, as Af-
ghanistan crumbles into a nightmarish
failed state, is a moral knot almost im-
possible to untangle.

As chair of the Foreign Relations
subcommittee that oversees Afghani-
stan policy, I thought a lot about this
question, and I have come to a few con-
clusions that I want to share quickly
with my colleagues.

First, let’s just take a minute to talk
about what it is like to be living in Af-
ghanistan right now. It is a nightmare.
Once the U.S. military occupation and
all the foreign aid that came with it
disappeared, the Afghanistan economy
collapsed, predictably.

Today, winter is setting in, and more
than half of the population—23 million
people—don’t have enough food to eat.
By this summer, 97 percent of Afghans
will be living below the poverty line,
trying to survive on less than $2 a day.
With 9 million people just one step
away from famine, this humanitarian
crisis could kill more Afghans than the
past 20 years of war.

And herein lies the quandary. On one
side is what sounds like a pretty clear
and convincing argument. Essentially,
the Taliban has to own this. We warned
the Taliban that this collapse would
occur if they took the nation by force.
That is why we sat at a table with
them and tried to explain that it was
in their best interests and the best in-
terests of the nation for the Taliban to
share power with the elected Afghan
Government.

But the Taliban did not listen. They
took Kabul and should own the results.
To send billions to solve the humani-
tarian crisis they caused would be to
bail the Taliban out and incentivize
other insurgent groups to make simi-
lar, rash decisions.

But on the other hand is an equally
clear and convincing argument.

We stood by the Afghan people for
two decades—protecting them, working
with them. We spent hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars helping to raise up the
future of millions Afghan families,
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women, and girls. And now those same
Afghans, those same families, the ones
who, frankly, have nothing to do with
the Taliban are dying, potentially, by
the tens of thousands. And we have the
power to do something about it. How
could we let the Afghan people die
needlessly if we have the power to stop
it?

Now, we possess this power because it
is U.S. policy toward the Taliban gov-
ernment that is contributory toward
this crisis. It is not the proximate
cause, but it is contributory. When
Kabul fell suddenly last August, the
administration sensibly froze $7 billion
of the former Afghan Government’s as-
sets that are held at the Federal Re-
serve that we didn’t want the Taliban
to control. But that money isn’t ours;
it rightfully belongs to the Afghan peo-
ple. Further, our sanctions on the
Taliban—completely justified because
of the Taliban’s embrace of terrorism—
essentially handcuffs the Afghan econ-
omy and therefore contributes to the
country’s economic descent. So we
need to understand that our policies
are contributing to the humanitarian
crisis in Afghanistan.

But what if these two points—that
the Taliban should own this and that
we can’t stand by, idly, while people
die—what if they aren’t in 100-percent
contrast? What if we could help the Af-
ghan people without directly empow-
ering the Taliban? Wouldn’t that be
the best possible answer?

The good news is, is that the middle
road is possible. I am going to be hon-
est. It is not easy, but it is possible.

Over the last 20 years, the United
States has spent billions in our tax-
payer dollars to build schools and
health clinics and a robust civil serv-
ice. The number of schools today, for
instance, is five times higher in Af-
ghanistan than it was in 2001. That is
because of American investment.

We can and we should find ways to
pay the salaries of those who work at
these nonpolitical institutions through
the U.N. and NGOs on the ground,
going around the Taliban-led govern-
ment to keep those essential services
running and to inject some much need-
ed money into the economy. Again,
this isn’t easy to do, but it is worth-
while given the stakes.

We can also support the U.N. di-
rectly. Yesterday, the U.N. asked for a
$4.5 billion call in humanitarian aid to
stave off catastrophe in Afghanistan.
This is the largest single-country ap-
peal in history. That should tell you
about the scale of the crisis that we are
facing. It is larger than what we see in
Syria or Yemen or Ethiopia.

I support the administration’s deci-
sion to dedicate an additional $308 mil-
lion in humanitarian aid to Afghani-
stan. That money can help save lives.
But Congress should authorize more.

Make no mistake, the Taliban and,
frankly, 20 years of corrupt Afghan
Government do own this debacle. The
choices they made have led to this day.
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But our hands aren’t clean. Our mis-
managed occupation is part of the
story.

Right now, as the Afghan economy
collapses and families face starvation,
burying our heads in the sand is not a
solution. We can find ways to save lives
without unreasonably empowering the
Taliban.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
ROSEN). The Senator from Arkansas.

FILIBUSTER

Mr. COTTON. Madam President:

Right now, we are on the precipice of
a constitutional crisis. We are about to
step into the abyss. I want to talk for
a few minutes why we are on that prec-
ipice and why we are looking into the
abyss.

Let me first ask a fundamental question:
What is the crisis that calls for the undoing
of two centuries of tradition? . .. Are . ..
Senators merely doing their jobs as legisla-
tors, responding to a generalized public call-
ing for the abolition of the filibuster? Clear-
ly not. It is not the American people at large
who are demanding detonation of the nuclear
option.

[TThe nuclear option is being pushed large-
ly by the radioactive rhetoric of a small
band of radicals who hold in their hands the
political fortunes of the President.

Constitutional scholars will tell us that
the reason we have these rules in the Sen-
ate—unlimited debate, two-thirds to change
the rules, the idea that 60 have to close off
debate—is embodied in the spirit and rule of
the Constitution. . . . That is what the Con-
stitution is all about, and we all know it.

It is the Senate where the Founding Fa-
thers established a repository of checks and
balances. It is not like the House of Rep-
resentatives where the majority leader or
the Speaker can snap his fingers and get
what he wants. . . . On important issues, the
Founding Fathers wanted—and they were
correct in my judgment—that the slimmest

majority should not always govern. . . . The
Senate is not a majoritarian body.
The bottom line is very simple: The

ideologues in the Senate want to turn what
the Founding Fathers called the cooling sau-
cer of democracy into the rubber stamp of
dictatorship. . . . They want to make this
country into a banana republic where if you
don’t get your way, you change the rules!
Are we going to let them? It’ll be a dooms-
day for democracy if we do.

I, for one, hope and pray that it will not
come to this. But I assure my colleagues, at
least speaking for this Senator . . . I will do
everything I can to prevent the nuclear op-
tion from being invoked not for the sake of
myself or my party but for the sake of this
great Republic and its traditions.

Those are powerful words, but they
are not mine. Every word of my speech
today was originally spoken by our es-
teemed colleague, the senior Senator
from New York, CHUCK SCHUMER. Sen-
ator SCHUMER spoke so eloquently in
defense of the Senate’s rules, customs,
and traditions when the fortunes of his
party looked a little different. My, how
times have changed. Now it is Senator
SCHUMER’s fingers that are hovering
over the nuclear button, ready to de-
stroy the Senate for partisan advan-
tage.

Think about it. The narrowest major-
ity in Senate history wants to break
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the Senate rules to control how voters
in every State elect Senators. Could
there be a better argument to pre-
serving the Senate’s rules, customs,
and traditions?

So, before it is too late, let us reflect
on the wise and eloquent words of Sen-
ator SCHUMER'’s, words that are as true
today as they were when he spoke
them, even if Senator SCHUMER is sing-
ing a different tune today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, the
Senate is designed to be a place where
the Members of the minority party and
the millions of Americans they rep-
resent are heard. In this Senate, the
minority could not be any bigger. In
fact, if the minority were any bigger,
we would be in the majority. This is a
50-50 Senate, and it is no time to take
away the protections that the Senate
for almost 200 years has afforded to the
minority. The considerations given to
the minority are important not only to
the Senators and the millions of people
they represent, but I think they are
important in how the country moves
forward.

I served in the House. I like the
House. I watch the House as closely as
any Senator does. Every time the
House changes, the House passes a
bunch of pretty dramatic legislation.
Then it comes to the Senate. That dra-
matic legislation they passed in the
House doesn’t go anywhere in the Sen-
ate. When the House changes again—
and it has a number of times in the last
20 years—the other side comes in and
passes legislation that reverses all of
that and maybe does a little dramatic
legislation of their own that also
doesn’t go anywhere when it gets to
the Senate.

If all laws were passed by a simple
majority, there would be the potential
for the majority to rewrite the coun-
try’s laws constantly, no matter how
small the shift in power was. It is al-
ways a mistake, frankly, to act like
you have a mandate if you don’t have
one. It is a mistake for the country to
change direction dramatically before
the country has had time to think
about it. The bureaucratic whiplash
could be enormous. The economic im-
pact could be enormous of the changing
policies on regulation and taxes and ev-
erything else in a dramatic way every
time one side gets some small advan-
tage over the other side.

For the past year, we have heard a
constant refrain from our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle that the leg-
islative filibuster—the supermajority
to move to finalize a piece of legisla-
tion—must be reformed. At the present
moment, we are hearing it must be re-
formed only, maybe, for elections, that
we should have a carve-out for elec-
tions. Just a few weeks ago, it had to
be reformed to have a carve-out for the
debt ceiling. I am sure, if we had done
either of those things, in a few weeks,
we would be talking about a third
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carve-out. And what are we doing it
for? We are doing it for what I see as a
federalization of the election process.

When asked in a Morning Consult/
POLITICO poll that was just released
today—so this is something the Amer-
ican people have just weighed in on
today. When they were asked which of
the three voting ideas that were polled
should be a top priority of the Congress
in the voting area—one was reforming
Congress’s role in counting electoral
votes; one was expanding voting access;
one was expanding the oversight of the
State changes in elections—they were
all beaten by ‘‘none of the above.”
““None of the above’ got more votes in
that poll than some of the top prior-
ities the Democrats were talking
about.

We hear that we have to extend the
Voting Rights Act. We have even titled
the Voting Rights Act after a person
whom I served with in the House,
whom I traveled with, whom I had a
close friendship with—John Lewis.
That would be a good reason for me to
vote for the Voting Rights Act, and
certainly I voted to extend the Voting
Rights Act before. In fact, I would vote
to extend the Voting Rights Act today,
and I would even be more happy to vote
for the Voting Rights Act today if it
were the Voting Rights Act that just
happened to be named for John Lewis.
The Voting Rights Act in 19656 was 12
pages. The extensions have all been
about the same size. This bill has an-
other 110 pages of additional legislative
things that don’t deal with the prin-
ciples of the Voting Rights Act at all;
they deal with the Federal Govern-
ment’s taking over the election proc-
ess.

We have seen our colleagues talk
about this in one bill after another. I
think the motives are pretty trans-
parent right now; it is another way to
break the filibuster. But we hear that
the laws that States are passing—and
by the way, the States have been pass-
ing election laws for the whole coun-
try, as it relates to their States, for a
little over 200 years now. The Constitu-
tion was pretty specific as to who
would conduct elections in the country
and who would set the rules and regu-
lations in the country for those elec-
tions.

We hear that these laws are very re-
strictive. Now, mostly, these laws are
laws that the legislatures leaned for-
ward, as they should have, in my opin-
ion, in a pandemic environment. It was
an election that, in at least 100 years,
we had never conducted anything like
with the pandemic experience we were
in. So they leaned forward. They al-
lowed things that had never been al-
lowed before: more mail-in voting, vot-
ing from your car, voting from a park-
ing lot, all sorts of things. Then those
same legislatures looked back at what
had happened as a result of that and
said: Do we want to keep all of this as
if we were going to have a pandemic
every year or do we want to keep part
of it? In every case that I have looked
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at, the changes in election law made it
easier to vote in 2021 than it was in the
last election before the pandemic.

I would encourage all of my col-
leagues, who are such sudden experts
on Utah and Iowa and other election
laws, to look at the 2018 election laws
and see how they compare. What the
legislatures did was exactly what you
would hope they would do—respond to
a crisis and, when the crisis is over,
evaluate how much of that we want to
keep as part of our permanent system
and how much of it was only in crisis.

What do these laws do?

In Utah, the State legislature deter-
mined it would be appropriate for the
Lieutenant Governor, who is the chief
election official of Utah, to get the
names of deceased individuals from the
Social Security Administration and
give them to county officials, who
would take their names off the rolls.
That is listed as one of the things that
make it harder to vote—well, harder to
vote for dead people. That is fine. I, ac-
tually, asked this question in a hearing
of someone—one of the election-moni-
toring people who said this was dif-
ficult.

I said: Well, what about that?

He said: The Social Security Admin-
istration is often wrong.

Well, if anybody is going to get some-
thing straightened out pretty quickly,
it would be a living person who no
longer is getting their Social Security
check because the Social Security Ad-
ministration had them on a list of peo-
ple who were deceased. What a foolish
argument that was for that to be a re-
pressive thing.

In Georgia, the State legislature ad-
justed their mail-in ballot deadline to
ensure voters who requested mail-in
ballots got their ballots with enough
time to cast them. They brought their
date more in line with the advice of the
U.S. Postal Service. The truth is that
lots of States did this.

States like Georgia and Florida now
include specific provisions in State law
that allow for the use of drop boxes. In
fact, they have to have at least one in
every county. There were no drop boxes
in Georgia anywhere before the 2020
elections. Now there have to be drop
boxes everywhere, and it has to be un-
derstood where those locations can be
found.

States like Iowa and Georgia imple-
mented more early voting days than
the so-called Freedom to Vote Act
would require. In fact, these States had
more days of early voting than many
States that have Democrat-led legisla-
tures, like New York and Connecticut
and the President’s home State of
Delaware.

They also forgot that many Repub-
lican States, like Arizona, Florida, and
Georgia, have already implemented no-
excuse absentee voting.

I was an election official for 20 years,
part of that as the chief election offi-
cial in our State, the secretary of
state. I am absolutely confident that
nobody takes the security of the elec-
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tions and the confidence in the elec-
tions and the ability to register and
vote in an easy way more seriously
than people who are directly answer-
able to their neighbors, if they are the
local official, or to the people who vote
for them, if they are the State official.

President Obama said in 2016 that the
diversity of this statewide system was
one of the strengths of our system—the
State-run system—and one of the rea-
sons it would make it really hard for
any outside entity—any foreign entity,
any outside group—to truly try to rig a
national election.

I have got more to say. I am going to
submit the rest of my remarks for the
record. I am sure there will be more
time to talk about this next week.

On ballot harvesting, 62 percent of
people in one poll are opposed to ballot
harvesting. Ballot harvesting is when
you ask somebody to give you their
ballot. You say: I will turn it in for
you.

Well, maybe—who would know?

I will put it in the mail for you.

Who would know? If it never gets to
the counting place, it just got lost in
the mail.

One of the reasons it might have got-
ten lost in the mail is the ballot har-
vester knows, with almost certainty,
that the way you marked your ballot is
not the way the ballot harvester would
prefer to have the ballots marked.

Seventy percent of Americans sup-
port voter maintenance. That is elimi-
nated in many ways by the law being
proposed.

One proposal even went so far as to
tell States the kind of paper their bal-
lots would be printed on. If you really
want to make it easy to impact an
election, be sure that somebody knows
the exact paper that every entity in
America prints their ballots on and
gets some of that to use to try to di-
vert the election and make the election
less secure.

We are going to hear a lot about this
over the next couple of days. I cer-
tainly would welcome the opportunity
to have more time, and I am sure I will
have more time, to talk about what is
in these bills, both the State bills and
the Federal bills, as opposed to what
people are saying is in both bills.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Presi-
dent, the Senator from Missouri is ex-
actly right. We are going to hear so
much about this, and the reason is, as
the American people hear about this
so-called election bill, what they are
realizing is, it is not something that is
going to make their local election
safer. It is something that is going to
put that power in Washington, DC.

Now, what we are hearing from the
majority leader and the Democratic
leadership is that they have got to get
rid of the filibuster in order to push
forward this election bill, adding
States, packing courts—all of this
laundry list of a socialist agenda that
they are planning to execute.
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So what I want to do today for a cou-
ple of minutes is just walk us down
memory lane as to what people have
had to say, what our Democratic col-
leagues have had to say about the fili-
buster.

In May of 2005, then-Senator Joe
Biden came to the floor and he vigor-
ously jumped into the middle of a de-
bate over the filibuster. He said that
things would go very wrong if his col-
leagues decided to blow up the rules to
get their way. What is interesting
about Senator Biden’s position is that
it had almost nothing to do with his
policy goals.

Here is his quote:

Folks who want to see this change want to
eliminate one of the procedural mechanisms
designed for the express purpose of guaran-
teeing individual rights, and they also have
a consequence, and would undermine the pro-
tections of a minority point of view in the
heat of majority excess.

He understood, at that point in time,
the importance of preserving the Sen-
ate’s institutional power and abiding
by standards that not only welcome
but require deliberation and com-
promise.

Well, what a difference a few years
and a Senate majority can make.
Today, we are having the exact same
debate, but the power my Democratic
colleagues won in the last election has
changed their minds about breaking
the Senate to get their way. The prob-
lem is, the Senate is not broken. It
does not need their changes.

But the rules no longer matter to the
majority leader, even though he said as
recently as 2017:

[L]let us go no further down this road. I
hope the Republican leader and I can, in the
coming months, find a way to build a fire-
wall around the legislative filibuster, which
is the most important distinction between
the Senate and the House. Without the 60-
vote threshold for legislation, the Senate be-
comes a majoritarian institution like the
House, much more subject to the winds of
short-term electoral change.

Well, my, my, my, how about that?
He understood the dangers of legisla-
tive whiplash, even when he was in the
minority. So did my colleague Senator
DURBIN, who said in 2018 that he be-
lieved that ending the filibuster would
“‘be the end of the Senate as it was
originally devised and created, going
back to our Founding Fathers.”

Well, I am going to ask the Senators
from New York and Illinois: What hap-
pened here? What changed their minds
so drastically? They have done a 180.

I would ask the same question of
many of my Democratic colleagues. In
2017, 32 Senate Democrats—yes, that is
correct, 32, many of whom are still
serving in this Chamber today—signed
onto a bipartisan letter in support of
the filibuster. Now, they, too, have
changed their minds. It makes you
wonder: What is everybody on the
Democratic aisle drinking these days?

This is no way to run the world’s
greatest deliberative body, but it is a
great way to destroy it. Between 2017
and today, many Senate Democrats
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changed their minds about how to han-
dle the filibuster.

Over the past year, we have watched
Joe Biden and the Democrats attack
more than one institution forming the
foundation of this Nation. The Su-
preme Court, the First Amendment,
the Second Amendment, limits on the
power of the Executive, and, now, the
Senate rules have all proved to be in-
convenient to their agenda and ended
up on the chopping block. That is
where they are putting them.

My Democratic colleagues may be
frustrated, but that is just too bad. The
Senate was not designed to
rubberstamp legislation that is so bel-
ligerently foolish it can’t tempt a sin-
gle Republican vote—not one. No.

The Senate was designed to protect
the American people and the institu-
tion itself from shortsighted leader-
ship.

My colleagues claim that all they are
asking for is one teeny little carve-
out—just one. But I would remind
them that there is only so much carv-
ing you can do before you reduce the
entire thing to dust. And based on their
track record, we have no reason to
trust that they will stop carving and
put down the knife rather than use it
to hold the Senate hostage the next
time they can’t scrounge up the votes
to check something off their to-do list.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Madam Presi-
dent, since the founding of our Repub-
lic, the Senate has existed to encour-
age extended debate and protect the
rights of the minority party.

Over the centuries, as various polit-
ical parties have risen and fallen from
power, the Senate’s rules have been re-
spected and followed. One of those
rules is the legislative filibuster, which
protects the minority party’s rights by
requiring a 60-vote threshold to pass
legislation in the Senate.

Unfortunately, many of today’s
Democrats in Washington only care
about omne thing: radically trans-
forming this Nation into a new social-
ist state. And they will use any means
necessary to Kkeep their grip on the
Federal Government.

Now we are seeing Democrat leader-
ship in the Congress wield their his-
torically narrow majority to push one
partisan bill after another without
even attempting to get Republican
input or support. Instead of working
together with their Republican col-
leagues, they are searching for ways to
make it easier to jam through progres-
sive, socialist policies without any
compromise. Just look at the majority
leader’s most recent statements on the
filibuster.

Last week, the majority leader wrote
a letter to all Democrat Senators ex-
plaining his plans to fundamentally
and permanently alter the rules of the
U.S. Senate and change the legislative
filibuster. His statements could not be
more hypocritical or self-serving.
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The legislative filibuster, which has
been in place for decades, has been re-
peatedly defended as a vital and nec-
essary rule to protect the minority
party’s rights, including by Barack
Obama, Joe Biden, Kamala Harris, and
even Senator SCHUMER.

In 2017, Senator SCHUMER urged then-
Majority Leader MCCONNELL to ‘‘find a
way to build a firewall around the leg-
islative filibuster,”” which is the most
important distinction between the Sen-
ate and the House.

He went on to say:

Without the 60-vote threshold for legisla-
tion, the Senate becomes a majoritarian in-
stitution like the House, much more subject
to the winds of short-term electoral change.
No Senator would like to see that happen, so
let’s find a way to further protect the 60-vote
rule for legislation.

These are the direct quotes from the
Senator from New York. He called the
filibuster the most important distinc-
tion between the Senate and the House,
and now he is turning his back on
them.

Of course, my colleague from New
York isn’t the only one caught in a
bind here by previous statements and
actions. Just remember that, in 2018,
the current Senate majority whip, Sen-
ator DICK DURBIN, said doing away with
the legislative filibuster ‘“‘would be the
end of the Senate as it was originally
devised and created going back to our
Founding Fathers.”

He further admitted: ‘““We have to ac-
knowledge our respect for the minor-
ity, and that is what the Senate tries
to do in its composition and its proce-
dure.”

Or remember in 2017, when 32 Demo-
crats signed a bipartisan letter urging
Senate leadership to keep the sacred
part of the Senate intact. Most of those
same Senators who defended minority
party rights are still in office today,
but only one has expressed any opposi-
tion to Senator SCHUMER’s plans to de-
stroy the filibuster, now that he is in
the majority.

And just last Congress, most of the
Democrat caucus used a filibuster to
block a police reform bill from my Re-
publican colleague TIM ScOTT and a bill
that would have protected newborn ba-
bies who survived attempted abortions.

So my Democrat colleagues think
the filibuster is great when it works in
their favor, but they can’t stand it
when it blocks their radical socialist
agenda, an agenda we know the Amer-
ican people do not support.

So why the change of mind? Why are
they willing to be so blatantly hypo-
critical and so obviously flip-flop? Be-
cause they know if they pull this off
and pass this radical, dangerous bill to
federalize elections, it will all but se-
cure their power into the future. That
is what we are talking about here.

Democrats want to push through this
bill that will completely upend our cur-
rent election system, and they are will-
ing to abandon their principles and
flip-flop on the filibuster if it means
permanently maintaining power.
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Senator SCHUMER admitted it earlier
today on MSNBC. He said the quiet
part out loud and explained that Demo-
crat Senators are saying things like
“T’ll lose my election” or “We’ll lose
our majority’ if they don’t change the
filibuster to pass their election take-
over bill.

Democrats say this is about ‘‘voting
rights.” It isn’t. The right to vote is
more readily accessible and easily ex-
ercised by eligible voters across the
country than ever before. This is really
about federalizing our elections and en-
acting policies that they think will
give them an advantage in future elec-
tions. And all along the way, they will
revel in their hypocrisy and self-right-
eously pretend that they are ‘‘pro-
tecting democracy.”

But make no mistake, a change to
the filibuster won’t protect democracy.
It will ruin it.

Democrats in this Chamber can pos-
ture all they want, but the American
people see them for what they really
are: self-serving, power-hungry politi-
cians.

We all know that if the Democrats’
bill was good, if it included policies
that would actually improve our Na-
tion’s elections, it would pass. But
there is nothing in the bill worth vot-
ing for. The Democrats’ bill is an as-
sault on American elections. It will
fuel voter fraud, waste taxpayer dollars
on political campaigns and attack ads,
and make it nearly impossible to con-
duct fair elections that our citizens can
trust.

We need an end to this self-serving
hypocrisy, and we need Members who
will stand up for what is right. I am
urging my Democratic colleagues to
see past their party’s own partisan,
short-term interests, and I ask them to
consider the health and future of our
democracy. That is what the American
people deserve.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, just
this week, we saw the College Football
National Championship game. A lot of
tremendous athletes engaged in tre-
mendous feats of skill and strength,
but I have to say, there wasn’t an ath-
lete on the field who demonstrated the
flexibility that we are seeing in the
U.S. Senate right now. We are today
seeing Democrats in the Senate, with
the active encouragement of President
Joe Biden, engaging in not one but two
partisan power grabs and doing them
both with a twist. Let me explain.

Democrats are desperate to hold on
to power. It is their No. 1 priority. It is
more important than anything else. It
is more important than jobs and our
economy to Democrats. It is more im-
portant than getting kids back to
school. It is more important than de-
feating COVID. Nothing matters more
to today’s Democrats than staying in
power no matter what.

How do we know that? Well, the very
first bill introduced in the House of
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Representatives, H.R. 1, is a bill many
of us call the “Corrupt Politicians
Act.” It is a bill designed to keep
Democrats in power forever. That was
NANCY PELOSI’s No. 1 priority.

The very first bill introduced in this
Chamber, S. 1, is likewise the ‘‘Corrupt
Politicians Act,” a bill designed to
keep Democrats in power forever. It is
the No. 1 priority of elected Democrats.

When that failed to get sufficient
votes to pass, Democrats shifted to op-
tion 1B. Option 1B has the same objec-
tive—keep Democrats in power for-
ever—but it is through a little twist, a
sleight of hand. Now, Democrats want
to subject every significant decision
concerning voting to the
unreviewable—in most instances—arbi-
trary power of an unelected bureaucrat
in the Federal Department of Justice.

My State of Texas has 29 million peo-
ple. Those 29 million people have demo-
cratic rights. They have rights to elect
legislatures that reflect their views,
their policies, their values. Do you
know what Senate Democrats say? We
don’t care. We don’t care what those 29
million people want; we, the Demo-
crats, want to stay in power.

So let’s take, for example, photo ID.
I have in my wallet my driver’s license.
Most people do. Voter ID is a policy
that is supported by the overwhelming
majority of Americans. Roughly 80 per-
cent of Americans support voter ID, re-
quiring a driver’s license to vote. Two-
thirds of African-American voters sup-
port voter ID. It is overwhelmingly
supported across the country.

Do you know who doesn’t support it?
Elected Democrats. Sadly, every single
Democrat in this Chamber has been
willing to go on board with proposals
to strike down voter ID laws. Here is
what the Democrats want to do: They
want to say that even though the vot-
ers of Texas want voter ID because we
want elections with integrity—we want
to know that if you come in and vote
and say your name is John Doe, that
you are not somebody else pretending
to be that person—congressional Demo-
crats don’t care. They want to have an
unelected bureaucrat with the ability
to strike that down—and likewise with
ballot harvesting.

Ballot harvesting is one of the most
corrupt practices in this country. It is
the practice whereby paid political
operatives go and collect the ballots of
other people. So, for example, you have
a young operative from the DNC come
into a nursing home and go room to
room. Now, some of those residents
may no longer be competent to make a
choice. They may not be aware of their
surroundings. But for an unscrupulous
operative, that doesn’t stop them. That
operative can sit there and say: Sir or
ma’am, you want to vote for so-and-so,
don’t you? They can fill out the ballot
for them.

Do you know what? If there is some
obstreperous senior in a nursing home
who says, ‘‘Gosh, I really want to vote
for the other guy,” well, it is very sim-
ple for the unscrupulous operative to
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take that ballot—ah, this ballot is for
the other guy—and magically it ends
up in the trash, never gets mailed in.
They can just mail in the ballots they
agree with and throw away the ballots
they disagree with.

There is a reason the majority of
States have made ballot harvesting il-
legal: It invites voter fraud. By the
way, it wasn’t long ago when people on
both sides of the aisle recognized this.

The most significant bipartisan ef-
fort examining voter fraud: the study
of a bipartisan Commission called the
Carter-Baker Commission. Baker is
former Republican Secretary of State
James Baker. Carter is former Demo-
cratic President Jimmy Carter. The
Carter-Baker Commission concluded
that voter ID was an important step to
stopping voter fraud. The Carter-Baker
Commission concluded that voter fraud
was a real and significant problem un-
dermining the integrity of elections.
The Carter-Baker Commission identi-
fied ballot harvesting as one of the
most dangerous practices encouraging
voter fraud.

As I said, the Carter in Carter-Baker
Commission was former Democratic
President Jimmy Carter—hardly a
rightwing Republican operative by any
stretch of the imagination.

It used to be, when sanity was per-
missible in the Democratic Party, that
people would acknowledge the obvious.
Unfortunately, we are in hyperpartisan
times. So, today, Senate Democrats
want to be able to have laws on voter
ID, want to have laws prohibiting bal-
lot harvesting struck down by one
unelected bureaucrat.

By the way, who is that bureaucrat?
Currently, it is a woman named
Kristen Clarke, head of the Civil
Rights Division at the Department of
Justice. Ms. Clarke is one of the most
radical, partisan nominees ever to
serve in the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice. She is one of the leading advo-
cates in the country for abolishing the
police.

By the way, every single Democrat in
this Chamber voted to confirm her de-
spite the fact that she is one of the
leading advocates in the country for
abolishing the police. She has been a
hardcore, leftwing, partisan advocate
her entire life.

Now, she is entitled to have her
views. She is entitled to believe those
views passionately. But here is what
Senate Democrats want to do: They
want to take this one person and say
she can strike down the laws adopted
by legislatures elected by 29 million
Texans. That is extraordinary.

Now, what could justify such a thing?
Well, we saw Joe Biden give an incred-
ibly demagogic, racist speech accusing
half the country of being racist, of
being Bull Connor.

The Democrats say this is Jim Crow
2.0. You know, Madam President, iron-
ically and I think inadvertently, the
Democrats are telling the truth. They
don’t mean to be, but they are. What
was Jim Crow 1.0? Jim Crow 1.0 was
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laws that were written almost exclu-
sively by elected Democrats. If you
look at the authors of Jim Crow, they
were Democrats, as were the founders
of the Ku Klux Klan. The purpose of
Jim Crow laws was to do one thing:
stop the voters from voting Democrats
out of office because, if you look at the
African Americans who were freed from
slavery, they were electing Repub-
licans. In many instances, they were
electing Black Republicans. And the
Democrats didn’t want that. How dare
the voters select someone not from
their party. So Jim Crow was written
to strip the right to vote from the vot-
ers who dared to vote against Demo-
crats.

Well, fast-forward to today. The
“Corrupt Politicians Act” is Jim Crow
2.0. It is once again written by Demo-
crats to strip the right to vote from
the American people to prevent them
from voting Democrats out of office.

Listen, a lot of Democrats are really
nervous right now. Pretty much every-
one in Washington recognizes that in
November, we are going to see a wave
election. Pretty much everyone in
Washington understands that in No-
vember, Republicans are going to re-
take the House of Representatives,
probably by a big margin, and there is
a very good possibility we will retake
the Senate as well.

Democrats can’t defend their poli-
cies. They can’t defend the rampant in-
flation that is hammering seniors and
working-class people across the coun-
try. They can’t defend the chaos at the
open borders. They can’t defend the
jobs being destroyed. They can’t defend
the lawless and abusive vaccine man-
dates. And they certainly can’t defend
their catastrophic surrender and fail-
ure in Afghanistan.

It has gotten so bad that when Joe
Biden and KAMALA HARRIS went down
to the State of Georgia, Stacey
Abrams, the Democratic candidate run-
ning for Governor in Georgia—and, I
would note, Stacey Abrams still main-
tains to this day she won the last elec-
tion. She insists the last election was
stolen and she is the sitting Governor.
Apparently this is a reelect campaign.
Stacey Abrams refused to show up, to
be seen with Joe Biden and KAMALA
HARRIS. Even while Biden was giving
this racially demagogic speech, which
Stacey Abrams has made a career of
doing, Ms. Abrams did not show up for
the speech. She said she had a sched-
uling conflict.

The Presiding Officer and I have both
served some time in the Senate. We
have both seen instances where the
President of the United States was vis-
iting our home States. I can tell you,
as a Senator, you make time to be
there if you want to be there. It is
clear that Ms. Abrams did not want to
be there, that she looked at Joe Biden
and KAMALA HARRIS and sees their poll
numbers plummeting, she sees their
policies failing, and she wanted to be
nowhere near that.

So what is the Democrats’ approach?
If they can’t win on the merits, if they
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can’t defend their policy failures, if
they can’t convince the voters, then
let’s go back to the Jim Crow policies
the Democrats authored to begin with.
This is Jim Crow 2.0: Strip away the
power of the voters to make a choice,
put an unelected bureaucrat in charge
of election laws, and throw out the de-
cisions of 29 million Texans.

I will tell the Presiding Officer this:
Democrats don’t get to claim they are
defending democracy when they are lit-
erally taking away the rights of demo-
cratically elected legislatures. That is
many things, but it ain’t democracy.
One unelected bureaucrat overruling 29
million Texans is not democracy; it is
a power grab.

But I told you this was a power grab
on top of a power grab with a twist.
The second power grab is, how are they
going to try to pass the ‘‘Corrupt Poli-
ticians Act’? They are going to do it
by nuking the filibuster.

The rules of the Senate written in
that book that sits on the dais in front
of you say that to proceed to legisla-
tion takes 60 votes in this Senate. It
takes 60 percent of the Senators. Those
are the Senate rules. They are black
and white. They are clear. If you don’t
like the Senate rules, there is a way to
change that. You can amend the Sen-
ate rules. It takes 67 votes to amend
the Senate rules.

A number of us have proposed amend-
ing the Senate rules. I myself have re-
peatedly gone to Democrats saying I
would be happy to work with Demo-
crats on proposals to amend the Senate
rules to allow Senators on both sides to
offer more amendments. Democrats
haven’t been willing to do so. Instead,
what Democrats intend to do—what
they want to do, what President Biden
is urging them to do—is to break the
Senate rules, to change the Senate
rules. It is called nuking the filibuster.

If their plan is successful, Senator
SCHUMER will stand up and seek a rul-
ing from the Chair as to whether it
takes 60 votes or 50 votes to proceed to
legislation.

The Chair will say—if the Chair is
following the rules—it takes 60 votes.
And then Senator SCHUMER will move
to reconsider the ruling of the Chair
and overrule the ruling of the Chair
and say: Even though the words on the
page say 60 votes, from now on it is 50.
It is another brazen power grab.

There may be some folks at home
who are a little cynical of the partisan
time we find ourselves in, who are
skeptical of claims, perhaps, made by
both sides. But maybe you are a Demo-
crat at home. And I am a Republican.
I am a conservative Republican. You
might be saying: Do you know what? If
it is CrRUz saying it, I am a Democrat;
I don’t believe him.

I understand this. This is a very par-
tisan time. There are a lot of disagree-
ments. So if you are a Democrat at
home and you are inclined not to be-
lieve what I say, I am going to suggest,
perhaps, some people you can believe.

I told you it was a double power grab
with a twist. I want to point to you the
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words of President Joe Biden. If you
are not inclined to believe a Repub-
lican, maybe you will believe Joe
Biden. Here is what Joe Biden said in
2019. This is not 1964. This is not 1954—
2019, a couple of years ago. ‘‘Ending the
filibuster is a very dangerous move.”

If you are at home and don’t believe
Republicans, do you believe Joe Biden?
Was he lying when he said ‘“‘Ending the
filibuster is a very dangerous move’’ or
was he telling the truth? Because that
is what Joe Biden said just a couple of
years ago.

Now, maybe you say: Well, he was on
a campaign. People say things. You
can’t hold him to fault for saying that.
That is not fair.

OK, all right, so now you don’t be-
lieve me, and you don’t believe Joe
Biden. But let’s see if we can find
someone else. How about someone who
serves in this Chamber right now? How
about someone who is the Senate ma-
jority leader right now? How about
Senator CHUCK SCHUMER?

If you haven’t actually watched this
speech, I would encourage you to go
pull out your phone and Google it. You
can find it really easily. Senator CHUCK
SCHUMER, in 2005, gave a speech. I am
going read to you verbatim what he
said. He said: ‘“‘They want, because
they can’t get their way . . . to change
the rules midstream.”

What would be the effect of that?
You change the rules midstream. You
nuke the filibuster. What would be the
effect of that? According to CHUCK
SCHUMER, the effect of that is ‘‘to wash
away 200 years of history.” That is
what SCHUMER says is the effect.
“Washing away 200 years of history’—
that sound serious.

Anything else?

“They want to make this country
into a banana republic, where if you
don’t get your way, you change the
rules”’—“wash away 200 years of his-
tory . . . make this country into a ba-
nana republic.”

That is pretty serious stuff. That
ought to concern us. But at least that
is the worst it gets, right? Well, actu-
ally, no. SCHUMER continued: “It’ll be
doomsday for democracy if we do.”

There are reporters teeming the U.S.
Capitol. Any reporter who wants to be
something other than a partisan shill
and mouthpiece for the Democrats
ought to ask every single Democrat:
Senator so-and-so, do you agree with
CHUCK SCHUMER that ending the fili-
buster will turn our Nation into a ba-
nana republic? Do you agree, Senator
so-and-so, that ending the filibuster
would be doomsday for democracy?

And, by the way, if there are any re-
porters left who actually have journal-
istic ethics, you shouldn’t just ask JOE
MANCHIN and KYRSTEN SINEMA. Right
now, they are the lone Democrats with
the gumption to stand up for democ-
racy. But you ought to ask all 50 of
them, every single one of the Demo-
crats: Do you agree with CHUCK SCHU-
MER that ending the filibuster is
doomsday for democracy? And if not,
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why? Is it just that your team is the
one that can’t get their way? Now it is
your side that wants to change the
rules midstream. Now it is your side
that, if you don’t get your way, you
change the rules.

Was Joe Biden lying in 20197 Was
Senator SCHUMER lying in 2005? I don’t
know. You ought to ask them. A double
power grab with a twist: Jim Crow 2.0,
seizing Federal elections, striking
down the laws adopted by democratic
legislatures, putting an unelected rad-
ical leftist bureaucrat in charge of
elections with more power—this one
leftist bureaucrat—than all 29 million
people in the State of Texas, doing so
by breaking the Senate rules to change
the rules. And the twist is with a dose
of hypocrisy—unusual even for this
place.

Look, if a Senator serves long
enough, there will be times when they
may vote a little bit this way or a lit-
tle bit that way. There are lots of Sen-
ators that have had tensions with prior
positions. I cannot think of another
time when a Senator has voted for
something that he has called ‘‘dooms-
day for democracy.” That is not just a
little hypocritical. And, by the way, all
the Democrats agreed with him. They
were all standing shoulder to shoulder.

In 2005, when Senator SCHUMER said
this, he was either lying or telling the
truth. If he was lying, I guess you
should ask him why he was lying. If he
was telling the truth, I guess you
should ask 48 Democrats who don’t
care why they are willing to vote for
doomsday for democracy.

If you want to understand the dan-
gers of this double power grab with a
twist, look no further than the vicious,
partisan, divisive, hateful speech Presi-
dent Biden gave, insulting half this
country; oddly enough, blaming Repub-
licans for the sins of his own party—
the Democratic Party—who wrote Jim
Crow and founded the KKK.

All of us were sitting outside the
Capitol when President Biden gave his
inauguration speech, when he talked
about unity, when he talked about
healing. Do you want to see the vicious
partisanship that ending the filibuster
will produce? You saw it. A double
power grab, with a twist of hypocrisy.

If there is a Democrat in this Cham-
ber who gives a damn about democ-
racy, let me urge you: Don’t vote for
what your own leader has called
“doomsday for democracy.”

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Madam President, the Sen-
ate is, indeed, a peculiar institution.
Despite what some might expect, and
despite how it might be portrayed from
the outside, Senators genuinely strive
to be collegial, even when—especially
when—they hold strong political and
policy disagreements. In fact, the Sen-
ate rules have strict prohibitions on in-
sulting the character of another Mem-
ber or a State. That is because debate
is a fundamental part of the Senate. I
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mean, it is part of our culture in this
institution. That is how this institu-
tion earned the moniker as the world’s
greatest deliberative body.

Some in this body, unfortunately,
want to change all that. They seek to
trample over more than two centuries
of precedent, procedure, and politeness.
They are attempting to break the rules
that require a two-thirds super-
majority—67 votes—to change the
rules. They want to ignore that re-
quirement and stiff-arm this historic
institution in a way that would oblit-
erate the requirement that those in the
majority hear the voices of and work
with those in the minority.

That requirement—sometimes
colloquially referred to as the fili-
buster—is one of the most powerful
constraints or checks on human na-
ture, not only in the Senate but in the
entirety of the U.S. Government. If the
filibuster were removed, everything
from regulatory structures to tax
rates, the size of the Supreme Court,
the makeup of the military, the crimi-
nal code, and much, much more could
change drastically every few years.
Keeping track of the law and its fluc-
tuating requirements would be impos-
sible for the most capable of lawyers,
let alone the average American subject
to all those laws. Our business land-
scape would be obliterated under the
ever-changing commands of the Fed-
eral Government. Americans would be
worse off in almost every sense I can
think of. In countless ways, the Amer-
ican people would be harmed by this
unfortunate decision.

Our system is designed specifically to
control those whims and those pas-
sions, to make sure that their impact
on the law doesn’t cause the law to be-
come this ever-changing, ever-fluc-
tuating creature that can’t be antici-
pated.

Our Constitution was designed to
protect the rights, the voices, and the
influence of those not in the majority.
Laws that significantly impact the
lives of hundreds of millions of people
should, in fact, be difficult to pass.

In fact, the Senate has applied these
principles into almost every mecha-
nism of the institution. Most laws pass
by unanimous consent or by simple
voice vote after hearty consideration
and frequent amendments through a
process known as the hotline. That
would essentially cease to function if
the minority had no significant influ-
ence. Opportunities for amending these
often smaller and somewhat less con-
troversial bills would be foreclosed,
crippling the careful consideration
needed. Bills would have to be forced
through often on party-line votes over
the objection, suspicion, or protest of
the minority.

But beyond building consensus and
maintaining the function of the Sen-
ate, the filibuster serves as the keel on
a very large ship. It prevents the waves
and passions of each new election from
drastically changing the laws of the
country. It is a stabilizer of sorts, one
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that prevents our Nation’s course from
being jerked around to oscillating ex-
tremes.

I was asked recently if the Senate is
broken. I responded by saying that the
only sense in which I think the Senate
is significantly broken, or at least un-
dermined in the way that it is supposed
to operate, is in its neglect of sub-
stantive debate and opportunities for
amendments for each individual Mem-
ber. The filibuster protects the remain-
ing debate, amendment, and consider-
ation available to Members of this
body, whether those Members are of
the majority party or of the minority
party.

So removing the filibuster, on the
other hand, would irreparably render
the Senate beyond recognition. The
partisan vitriol and disregard for op-
posing Senators would eat away at this
place, at our norms, our customs, and,
ultimately, our Republic.

Now, at least until recently, many
Senate Democrats—most, in fact—held
these beliefs as well. In 2017, 27 of
them, including now-Vice President
HARRIS, signed a letter urging the pres-
ervation of the filibuster. Many of
those Members still serve today, and I
encourage them to consider their past
advice.

By the way, that was a letter I
signed, along with nearly every Mem-
ber of the Senate from the Republican
Party. We signed on to that notwith-
standing the fact that Republicans held
majorities in the Senate and in the
House and a Republican President was
serving in the White House. We did so
because even though some short-term
gain could have been achieved by
nuking the filibuster then, we all un-
derstood what I think we still all un-
derstand today, which is that it would
inflict irreparable harm on the Senate,
and even more than the Senate, on
those represented here. It would irrep-
arably harm the American people to do
away with it.

Senator SCHUMER, the leader of this
destructive current effort, has himself
in the past given grave, dire warnings
about what this tactic—making the fil-
ibuster a thing of the past—would
mean. We heard many quotes today,
and in one that sticks out in my mind
in particular, he said that attempts
like that to nuke the filibuster are
“what we call abuse of power.” He also
said in that same quote that even if
you have 51 percent of the vote, you
still don’t get your way 100 percent of
the time. He is absolutely right. That
describes the Senate, it describes its
rules, and it describes so much about
how our system of government works.
It even describes the system of checks
and balances built into our Constitu-
tion.

The vertical protection of federalism
says many of our laws—in fact, most of
them—are supposed to be made at the
State and local level and not within
Washington, and the horizontal protec-
tion—that of federalism—says that we
are going to have one branch that
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makes the laws, one that enforces
them, and one that interprets them.

In that same document, it gives both
Chambers of Congress the authority to
set our own rules. Even though the 60-
vote cloture standard is not itself man-
dated by the Constitution, the author-
ity to add it, to adopt it, as the Senate
has, is in the Constitution, and its
ends, more importantly, are entirely
consistent with this principle of checks
and balances, with this notion that
Senator SCHUMER eloquently referred
to. The mere fact that you have 51 per-
cent of the vote doesn’t entitle you to
get your way 100 percent of the time.
Now, this circumstance is particularly
poignant given that he doesn’t even
have bl percent of the votes in this
Chamber, no. This is deadlocked 50 to
50.

He is also right that this is what we
call an abuse of power. Indeed, break-
ing the rules to grab power is an abuse.
This attempt is so transparent that
even Senator SCHUMER has told the
media that his Members are concerned
about losing their elections and the
majority if they can’t use this tactic to
federally take over our election sys-
tem. It is sad, it is tragic, and it is un-
acceptable.

I warn them that the American peo-
ple see through this ploy. They know
what is happening, and they know why.
They were promised a return to cordial
statesmanship. They were promised
unity. This attempt mocks both of
these promises. It mocks the U.S. Sen-
ate. It mocks our system of checks and
balances. Most tragically, it mocks the
American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Iowa.

Ms. ERNST. Madam President, first,
I would like to wish a very happy and
healthy new year to you and to all of
our staff and pages who make the Sen-
ate run so efficiently every single day
and frequently late into the night. The
world’s most deliberative body has un-
predictable hours, which all too often
means missing important events with
family because we are here going back
and forth on the pressing issues of the
day.

This is why we have a Senate, after
all—to give voice to the various view-
points of Americans from each State
and then try to resolve those dif-
ferences. It isn’t always easy since, un-
like the House of Representatives, the
Senate’s unique rules require us to
work together across party lines.

I know what it is like to work with
my Democratic friends. In fact, I was
named as one of the most bipartisan
Senators of either party in the past 25
years. That is what it takes to get
things done here because the rules
force us to reach consensus.

The Senate was created specifically
to prevent a mob rule mentality.
James Madison, the father of the Con-
stitution, described the Senate as the
“‘anchor’” of the Federal Government
that would act as a ‘‘necessary fence
against fickleness and passion.’” George
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Washington famously said that the
Senate was established to cool legisla-
tion passed by the House in the same
way that a saucer cools hot tea.

Folks, we certainly have seen a lot of
hot mess coming over from the House.
It is very concerning that the saucer
intended to cool heated passions is
itself beginning to boil over as a result
of hot air from within.

Senate Democrats are threatening to
blow up the Senate to fundamentally
change the U.S. Senate and to radi-
cally transform our country. It cannot
be understated how detrimental this
action would be to America. It would
unravel two centuries of American rep-
resentative democracy. It would si-
lence millions of Americans and de-
stroy what comity remains within this
body.

I have to ask my colleagues, which
side of history do you want to be on?
Do you want to go down in history
books as the ones who turned the Sen-
ate, the world’s most deliberative body,
into the House of Representatives?

The law of our land would dramati-
cally sway back and forth, and the re-
sulting political uncertainty would all
but erase what little trust the people
have in our governing institutions and
lead to even greater political divisions.
I don’t think this is a future any of us
want and certainly not the one that
was promised by President Biden when
he pledged—when he pledged—to the
American people not to divide but to
unify our country.

When the threat of blowing up the
Senate arose during Mr. Biden’s time
in this institution, he spoke passion-
ately against it. I don’t often quote Joe
Biden, but I would urge you all to lis-
ten to his full speech on the matter.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have his speech printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD following
my remarks.

Then-Senator Biden warned:

History will judge us harshly, in my view,
if we eliminate over 200 years of precedent
and procedure in this body and, I might add,
doing it by breaking a second rule of the
Senate, and that is changing the rules of the
Senate by a mere majority vote.

Senator Biden concluded:

This nuclear option is ultimately an exam-
ple of the arrogance of power. It is a funda-
mental power grab by the majority party.

Flash-forward 17 years later. Joe
Biden is still in Washington, and he
and his Democratic counterparts are
the ones who are exercising that arro-
gance of power.

Now as the President, Biden just yes-
terday declared:

We have no option but to change the Sen-
ate rules, including getting rid of the fili-
buster.

So how and why are we at a point
where nuking the Senate could even be
a possibility? Plain and simple: The
Democratic leader, who has partici-
pated in hundreds of filibusters over
the past 5 years—hundreds, folks; hun-
dreds—wants to have his way regard-
less of the longstanding rules of this
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institution, the viewpoints of other
Senators, or even, folks—get this—the
wishes of the citizens of his own State.

Just last week, the Democratic lead-
er said the filibuster was being used to
“embarrass the will of majority,” and
therefore ‘‘the Senate will debate and
consider changes to the Senate rules on
or before January 17.”

Folks, it is not the Senate rules em-
barrassing the majority but, rather,
their two-sided flip-flopping on the im-
portance of the filibuster to this insti-
tution and to our democracy.

Not so long ago, the Democratic lead-
er said that eliminating the filibuster
would turn ‘‘the cooling saucer of de-
mocracy into the rubber stamp of dic-
tatorship.” It will be ‘“‘a doomsday for
democracy.” Today, he is the one with
the finger on the nuclear button, all
because he can’t get his way.

This is the kind of power grab you
would expect from tyrants in socialist
nations, who seem to be where the
Democrats are taking many of their
cues from these days. Tyranny is no
way to run a democracy, and destroy-
ing the U.S. Senate for a power grab is
certainly not the example we should be
setting for the rest of the world.

But the hypocrisy doesn’t end there,
folks. Democrats are manufacturing
hysteria that Republican-controlled
States are placing what they consider
“unfair restrictions” on voting as an
excuse to blow up the Senate and
thereby clear a pathway for the rest of
their radical liberal agenda. The irony
here is that New York, home of the
Democratic leader, CHUCK SCHUMER,
and Delaware, home of President
Biden, have some of the most restric-
tive absentee voting laws in the entire
country.

Just this past November, the Demo-
cratic leader’s constituents—his con-
stituents—overwhelmingly voted down
a ballot initiative to allow absentee
voting without providing an excuse and
another proposal to permit unregis-
tered voters from registering and then
voting on election day. They were
voted down—his constituents. So in
New York, the only way to qualify for
an absentee ballot is to be out of the
country or sick or have a physical dis-
ability. No other reasons are per-
mitted.

Now the senior Senator from New
York is threatening to destroy the Sen-
ate to override the wishes of the resi-
dents of his very own State who voted
against the policies he is trying to im-
pose on every other State. Did you
catch that, folks? He is overriding the
will of the people in his own State.
Does that sound like democracy to
you? It is not Senate Republicans
blocking the Democrat leader’s agenda;
it is his own constituents.

Folks, the reality is, this election
takeover bill is just the beginning,
used as an excuse by the majority lead-
er to then break the Senate and
strengthen his own grip on power.

This party boss mentality may work
in New York, but, folks, the Senate is
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not Tammany Hall. While Senate
Democrats would have you believe Re-
publicans are somehow limiting the
rights of Americans to vote, they, in
fact, are the ones plotting to silence
millions of Americans.

The same partisans on the other side

of the aisle who ‘‘boasted” of—air
quotes right here, folks, you see
them—they ‘‘boasted’” just about a

year ago of resisting. Just a year ago,
they were encouraging resisting; fili-
bustering and blocking just about
every proposal or nominee put forth by
the prior President.

Now they call this tool a threat to
democracy. Remember, less than 2
years ago, following the very tragic
death of George Floyd, the Senator
from New York voted to block consid-
eration of a police reform bill put for-
ward by my friend Senator TIM SCOTT
of South Carolina.

That is just one of the many other
examples of commonsense bills the
Democrats blocked for purely partisan
reasons.

The real threat to democracy isn’t
the filibuster but those politicians who
abuse the power with which they have
been entrusted. The Democratic leader
has already put a choke hold on democ-
racy right here in the Senate, abusing
his position to singlehandedly block
other Senators from offering amend-
ments to bills he chooses to bring to
the floor.

If the majority wants to demonstrate
a commitment to democracy, why not
start right here in the Senate? Instead
of threatening to have less delibera-
tion, why not commit to more? Let’s
bring up bills that have already had
broad bipartisan support, and let’s
allow more votes on amendments.

But rather than starting this new
year with a resolution to take this ap-
proach and make the Senate a true ex-
ample of democracy in action, where
every voice is heard and respected, the
Democratic leader penned each of us a
bombastic letter written with the left’s
usual dramatic flair and theatrics,
comparing the filibuster to a dead hand
and promising to permanently alter
the Senate unless we bend to his wish-
es.

The senior Senator from New York
should leave the theater for Broadway,
where it belongs. And before casting a
vote that could fundamentally change
the Senate forever, I would urge my
Democratic colleagues to take some
advice about the intended behavior of
the Senate from our Nation’s greatest
statesman, George Washington, and
cool it.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
VOL. 151, NO. 69—MAY 23, 2005

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, my friends and
colleagues, I have not been here as long as
Senator Byrd, and no one fully understands
the Senate as well as Senator Byrd, but I
have been here for over three decades. This is
the single most significant vote any one of
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us will cast in my 32 years in the Senate. I
suspect the Senator would agree with that.

We should make no mistake. This nuclear
option is ultimately an example of the arro-
gance of power. It is a fundamental power
grab by the majority party, propelled by its
extreme right and designed to change the
reading of the Constitution, particularly as
it relates to individual rights and property
rights. It is nothing more or nothing less.
Let me take a few moments to explain that.

Folks who want to see this change want to
eliminate one of the procedural mechanisms
designed for the express purpose of guaran-
teeing individual rights, and they also have
a consequence, and would undermine the pro-
tections of a minority point of view in the
heat of majority excess. We have been
through these periods before in American
history but never, to the best of my knowl-
edge, has any party been so bold as to fun-
damentally attempt to change the structure
of this body.

Why else would the majority party at-
tempt one of the most fundamental changes
in the 216-year history of this Senate on the
grounds that they are being denied ten of 218
Federal judges, three of whom have stepped
down? What shortsightedness, and what a
price history will exact on those who support
this radical move.

It is important we state frankly, if for no
other reason than the historical record, why
this is being done. The extreme right of the
Republican Party is attempting to hijack
the Federal courts by emasculating the
courts’ independence and changing one of the
unique foundations of the Senate; that is,
the requirement for the protection of the
right of individual Senators to guarantee the
independence of the Federal Judiciary.

This is being done in the name of fairness?
Quite frankly, it is the ultimate act of un-
fairness to alter the unique responsibility of
the Senate and to do so by breaking the very
rules of the Senate.

Mark my words, what is at stake here is
not the politics of 2005, but the Federal Judi-
ciary in the country in the year 2025. This is
the single most significant vote, as I said
earlier, that I will have cast in my 32 years
in the Senate. The extreme Republican right
has made Federal appellate Judge Douglas
Ginsburg’s ‘‘Constitution in Exile” frame-
work their top priority.

It is their purpose to reshape the Federal
courts so as to guarantee a reading of the
Constitution consistent with Judge Gins-
burg’s radical views of the fifth amendment’s
taking clause, the nondelegation doctrine,
the 11th amendment, and the 10th amend-
ment. I suspect some listening to me and
some of the press will think I am exag-
gerating. I respectfully suggest they read
Judge Ginsburg’s ideas about the ‘“‘Constitu-
tion in Exile.” Read it and understand what
is at work here.

If anyone doubts what I am saying, I sug-
gest you ask yourself the rhetorical ques-
tion, Why, for the first time since 1789, is the
Republican-controlled Senate attempting to
change the rule of unlimited debate, elimi-
nate it, as it relates to Federal judges for the
circuit court or the Supreme Court?

If you doubt what I said, please read what
Judge Ginsburg has written and listen to
what Michael Greve of the American Enter-
prise Institute has said:

I think what is really needed here is a fun-
damental intellectual assault on the entire
New Deal edifice. We want to withdraw judi-
cial support for the entire modern welfare
state.

Read: Social Security, workmen’s comp.
Read: National Labor Relations Board. Read:
FDA. Read: What all the byproduct of that
shift in constitutional philosophy that took
place in the 1930s meant.
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We are going to hear more about what I
characterize as radical view—maybe it is un-
fair to say radical—a fundamental view and
what, at the least, must be characterized as
a stark departure from current constitu-
tional jurisprudence. Click on to American
Enterprise Institute Web site www.aei.org.
Read what they say. Read what the purpose
is. It is not about seeking a conservative
court or placing conservative Justices on the
bench. The courts are already conservative.

Seven of the nine Supreme Court Justices
appointed by Republican Presidents Nixon,
Ford, Reagan, and Bush 1—seven of nine. Ten
of 13 Federal circuit courts of appeal domi-
nated by Republican appointees, appointed
by Presidents Nixon, Ford, Reagan, Bush 1,
and Bush 2; 58 percent of the circuit court
judges appointed by Presidents Nixon, Ford,
Reagan, Bush 1, or Bush 2. No, my friends
and colleagues, this is not about building a
conservative court. We already have a con-
servative court. This is about guaranteeing a
Supreme Court made up of men and women
such as those who sat on the Court in 1910
and 1920. Those who believe, as Justice Jan-
ice Rogers Brown of California does, that the
Constitution has been in exile since the New
Deal.

My friends and colleagues, the nuclear op-
tion is not an isolated instance. It is part of
a broader plan to pack the court with fun-
damentalist judges and to cower existing
conservative judges to toe the extreme party
line.

You all heard what Tom DelLay said after
the Federal courts refused to bend to the
whip of the radical right in the Schiavo case.
Mr. DeLay declared: ‘‘The time will come for
men responsible for this to answer for their
behavior.”

Even current conservative Supreme Court
Justices are looking over their shoulder,
with one extremist recalling the despicable
slogan of Joseph Stalin—and I am not mak-
ing this up—in reference to a Reagan Repub-
lican appointee, Justice Kennedy, when he
said: ‘““No man, no problem”—absent his
presence, we have no problem.

Let me remind you, as I said, Justice Ken-
nedy was appointed by President Reagan.

Have they never heard of the independence
of the judiciary—as fundamental a part of
our constitutional system of checks and bal-
ances as there is today; which is literally the
envy of the entire world, and the fear of the
extremist part of the world? An independent
judiciary is their greatest fear.

Why are radicals focusing on the court?
Well, first of all, it is their time to be in ab-
solute political control. It is like, why did
Willy Sutton rob banks? He said: Because
that is where the money is. Why try it now—
for the first time in history—to eliminate ex-
tended debate? Well, because they control
every lever of the Federal Government. That
is the very reason why we have the filibuster
rule. So when one party, when one interest
controls all levers of Government, one man
or one woman can stand on the floor of the
Senate and resist, if need be, the passions of
the moment.

But there is a second reason why they are
focusing on the courts. That is because they
have been unable to get their agenda passed
through the legislative bodies. Think about
it. With all the talk about how they rep-
resent the majority of the American people,
none of their agenda has passed as it relates
to the fifth amendment, as it relates to zon-
ing laws, as it relates to the ability of Fed-
eral agencies, such as the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, the Environmental Protection
Agency, to do their jobs.

Read what they write when they write
about the nondelegation doctrine. That sim-
ply means, we in the Congress, as they read
the Constitution, cannot delegate to the En-
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vironmental Protection Agency the author-
ity to set limits on how much of a percent-
age of carcinogens can be admitted into the
air or admitted into the water. They insist
that we, the Senate, have to vote on every
one of those rules, that we, the Senate and
the House, with the ability of the President
to veto, would have to vote on any and all
drugs that are approved or not approved.

If you think I am exaggerating, look at
these Web sites. These are not a bunch of
wackos. These are a bunch of very bright,
very smart, very well-educated intellectuals
who see these Federal restraints as a re-
straint upon competition, a restraint upon
growth, a restraint upon the powerful.

The American people see what is going on.
They are too smart, and they are too prac-
tical. They might not know the meaning of
the nondelegation doctrine, they might not
know the clause of the fifth amendment re-
lating to property, they may not know the
meaning of the tenth and eleventh amend-
ments as interpreted by Judge Ginsburg and
others, but they know that the strength of
our country lies in common sense and our
common pragmatism, which is antithetical
to the poisons of the extremes on either side.

The American people will soon learn that
Justice Janice Rogers Brown—one of the
nominees who we are not allowing to be con-
firmed, one of the ostensible reasons for this
nuclear option being employed—has decried
the Supreme Court’s ‘‘socialist revolution of
1937.”” Read Social Security. Read what they
write and listen to what they say. The very
year that a 5-to-4 Court upheld the constitu-
tionality of Social Security against a strong
challenge—1937—Social Security almost
failed by one vote.

It was challenged in the Supreme Court as
being confiscatory. People argued then that
a Government has no right to demand that
everyone pay into the system, no right to de-
mand that every employer pay into the sys-
tem. Some of you may agree with that. It is
a legitimate argument, but one rejected by
the Supreme Court in 1937, that Justice
Brown refers to as the ‘‘socialist revolution
of 1937.”

If it had not been for some of the things
they had already done, nobody would believe
what I am saying here. These guys mean
what they say. The American people are
going to soon learn that one of the leaders of
the constitutional exile school, the group
that wants to reinstate the Constitution as
it existed in 1920, said of another filibustered
judge, William Pryor that ‘“‘Pryor is the key
to this puzzle. There’s nobody like him. I
think he’s sensational. He gets almost all of
it

That is the reason why I oppose him. He
gets all of it. And you are about to get all of
it if they prevail. We will not have to debate
about Social Security on this floor.

So the radical right makes its power play
now when they control all political centers
of power, however temporary. The radical
push through the nuclear option and then
pack the courts with unimpeded judges who,
by current estimations, will serve an average
of 25 years. The right is focused on packing
the courts because their agenda is so radical
that they are unwilling to come directly to
you, the American people, and tell you what
they intend.

Without the filibuster, President Bush will
send over more and more judges of this na-
ture, with perhaps three or four Supreme
Court nominations. And there will be noth-
ing—nothing—that any moderate Republican
friends and I will be able to do about it.

Judges who will influence the rights of av-
erage Americans: The ability to sue your
HMO that denies you your rights; the ability
to keep strip clubs out of your neighbor-
hood—because they make zoning laws uncon-
stitutional—without you paying to keep the
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person from building; the ability to protect
the land your kids play on, the water they
drink, the air they breathe, and the privacy
of your family in your own home.

Remember, many of my colleagues say
there is no such thing as a right to privacy
in any iteration under the Constitution of
the United States of America. Fortunately,
we have had a majority of judges who dis-
agreed with that over the past 70 years. But
hang on, folks. The fight over judges, at bot-
tom, is not about abortion and not about
God, it is about giving greater power to the
already powerful. The fight is about main-
taining our civil rights protections, about
workplace safety and worker protections,
about effective oversight of financial mar-
kets, and protecting against insider trading.
It is about Social Security. What is really at
stake in this debate is, point blank, the
shape of our constitutional system for the
next generation.

The nuclear option is a twofer. It excises,
friends, our courts and, at the same time,
emasculates the Senate. Put simply, the nu-
clear option would transform the Senate
from the so-called cooling saucer our Found-
ing Fathers talked about to cool the passions
of the day to a pure majoritarian body like
a Parliament. We have heard a lot in recent
weeks about the rights of the majority and
obstructionism. But the Senate is not meant
to be a place of pure majoritarianism.

Is majority rule what you really want? Do
my Republican colleagues really want ma-
jority rule in this Senate? Let me remind
you, 44 of us Democrats represent 161 million
people. One hundred sixty-one million Amer-
icans voted for these 44 Democrats. Do you
know how many Americans voted for the 55
of you? One hundred thirty-one million. If
this were about pure majorities, my party
represents more people in America than the
Republican Party does. But that is not what
it is about. Wyoming, the home State of the
Vice President, the President of this body,
gets one Senator for every 246,000 citizens;
California, gets one Senator for 17 million
Americans. More Americans voted for Vice
President Gore than they did Governor Bush.
By majoritarian logic, Vice President Gore
won the election.

Republicans control the Senate, and they
have decided they are going to change the
rule. At its core, the filibuster is not about
stopping a nominee or a bill, it is about com-
promise and moderation. That is why the
Founders put unlimited debate in. When you
have to—and I have never conducted a fili-
buster—but if I did, the purpose would be
that you have to deal with me as one Sen-
ator. It does not mean I get my way. It
means you may have to compromise. You
may have to see my side of the argument.
That is what it is about, engendering com-
promise and moderation.

Ladies and gentlemen, the nuclear option
extinguishes the power of Independents and
moderates in this Senate. That is it. They
are done. Moderates are important only if
you need to get 60 votes to satisfy cloture.
They are much less important if you need
only 50 votes. I understand the frustration of
our Republican colleagues. I have been here
32 years, most of the time in the majority.
Whenever you are in the majority, it is frus-
trating to see the other side block a bill or
a nominee you support. I have walked in
your shoes, and I get it.

I get it so much that what brought me to
the Senate was the fight for civil rights. My
State, to its great shame, was segregated by
law, was a slave State. I came here to fight
it. But even I understood, with all the pas-
sion I felt as a 29-year-old kid running for
the Senate, the purpose—the purpose—of ex-
tended debate. Getting rid of the filibuster
has long-term consequences. If there is one
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thing I have learned in my years here, once
you change the rules and surrender the Sen-
ate’s institutional power, you never get it
back. And we are about to break the rules to
change the rules.

I do not want to hear about ‘‘fair play”’
from my friends. Under our rules, you are re-
quired to get 25 of the votes to change the
rules. Watch what happens when the major-
ity leader stands up and says to the Vice
President—if we go forward with this—he
calls the question. One of us, I expect our
leader, on the Democratic side will stand up
and say: Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi-
dent. Is this parliamentarily appropriate? In
every other case since I have been here, for
32 years, the Presiding Officer leans down to
the Parliamentarian and says: What is the
rule, Mr. Parliamentarian? The Parliamen-
tarian turns and tells them.

Hold your breath, Parliamentarian. He is
not going to look to you because he knows
what you would say. He would say: This is
not parliamentarily appropriate. You cannot
change the Senate rules by a pure majority
vote.

So if any of you think I am exaggerating,
watch on television, watch when this hap-
pens, and watch the Vice President ignore—
he is not required to look to an unelected of-
ficer, but that has been the practice for 218
years. He will not look down and say: What
is the ruling? He will make the ruling, which
is a lie, a lie about the rule.

Isn’t what is really going on here that the
majority does not want to hear what others
have to say, even if it is the truth? Senator
Moynihan, my good friend who I served with
for years, said: You are entitled to your own
opinion but not your own facts.

The nuclear option abandons America’s
sense of fair play. It is the one thing this
country stands for: Not tilting the playing
field on the side of those who control and
own the field.

I say to my friends on the Republican side:
You may own the field right now, but you
won’t own it forever. I pray God when the
Democrats take back control, we don’t make
the kind of naked power grab you are doing.
But I am afraid you will teach my new col-
leagues the wrong lessons.

We are the only Senate in the Senate as
temporary custodians of the Senate. The
Senate will go on. Mark my words, history
will judge this Republican majority harshly,
if it makes this catastrophic move.

Ms. ERNST. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BALDWIN). The Democratic whip.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be recognized for up to 15
minutes and Senators PADILLA and
CANTWELL for up to 5 minutes each
prior to the scheduled vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VOTING RIGHTS ACT

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President,
there are several issues swirling around
the Senate at this moment. They re-
late to the voting rights of Americans.
They relate to the voting rights of Sen-
ators—interesting that they would
both be on parallel tracks as we debate
them on the floor. It appears that the
voting rights of Americans is wit-
nessing a historic shift. You see, my
Democratic Party, and yours, in his-
tory has a spotty record when it comes
to voting rights. In fact, Southern
States—then in the thrall of the Demo-
cratic Party—wrote a terrible record
after the Civil War.

(Ms.
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We released African Americans from
slavery, guaranteed them the right to
vote, and then watched what happened.
There was jubilation all over the coun-
try, I believe, for the most part, and
there was jubilation in the southern
States by African Americans who had
newfound freedoms they never dreamed
of with the end of slavery. And they
took them to heart. They did register
to vote.

And there were dramatic differences
in many States because in many States
the slave population, the African-
American population, was much larger
than any voting had ever reflected, and
now they had the chance. And as they
were elected to local offices and even
congressional seats and even a senato-
rial seat, there was a backlash from
the White population.

This period of Reconstruction after
the Civil War lapsed into a period of
denial of the right to vote and elabo-
rate plans by Whites—White Demo-
crats, I might add—in southern States
to manufacture obstacles to the voting
of African Americans—poll taxes, for
example, literacy tests, things that had
little or nothing to do with citizenship
but were designed expressly to jeop-
ardize the voting opportunities for
those without advanced educations or
the kind of clout necessary to over-
come.

And so the net result was the South
went White again in terms of its polit-
ical leadership. It was known as Jim
Crow. And the Democratic Party of
that day was behind it. The opposition
came from Abraham Lincoln’s party,
the Republican Party. They were the
ones for abolition of slavery. They were
the ones who supported Reconstruc-
tion. They were the ones, by and large,
who sent the Federal troops in to en-
force equality in the South. But, ulti-
mately, sadly, as a result of a brokered
Presidential election, there was a con-
cession made that gave to the Demo-
crat Party-controlled South States’
rights to determine voting standards.
And that was the situation that ap-
plied in the United States from that
period of time in the mid-19th century,
until the 1960s, when this issue was de-
bated anew, right here in Washington,
right here in this Chamber.

And those who opposed striking down
the Jim Crow laws, those who opposed
efforts to deny to African Americans
the right to vote, asserted one abiding
principle: States rights. The States
should be allowed to make this deci-
sion. It didn’t go very far. It took a lot
of years of debate, I might add, I don’t
want to oversimplify it.

But anyone who took the time to
read this book, the Constitution of the
United States, understands it is ex-
plicit. It doesn’t take long to read the
sections that are applying.

Listen to this and think in your mind
whether there is any question who has
the authority to determine the rules of
Federal elections. And I read: ‘‘Article
I, section 4—The Times, Places, and
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Manner of holding elections for Sen-
ators and Representatives, shall be pre-
scribed in each State by the Legisla-
ture thereof; but the Congress may at
any time by Law make or alter such
Regulations, except as to the Places of
chusing Senators.”

The 15th Amendment went further on
the issue of race, and the net result of
it was the passage of some laws in the
1960s, the Voting Rights Act, and the
establishment of standards to open up
opportunities to vote in the South for
people of color.

It took that long from the late 19th
century to the 1960s before that issue
was addressed effectively. But for the
longest time, it became a consensus
issue. Republicans were as supportive
of this as Democrats. In fact, propor-
tionally, they were more supportive.
The Republican Party—the party of
Abraham Lincoln—rejected the theory
of States rights and said there will be
Federal standards that are created and
will be enforced on a bipartisan basis
by Presidents of both parties.

It was an amagzing evolution in Amer-
ica, considering what we had been
through, a civil war and all that fol-
lowed, to have reached the point where
we said that the Federal Government
could review decisions made by States
if they, in any way, discriminate on a
racial basis or any other basis in terms
of ethnic identity.

That was so popular and so bipar-
tisan that for years the renewal of that
law was automatic. There was hardly a
dissenting vote. Boy, have times
changed. They have changed to the
point where the Democratic Party is
now supportive of the Voting Rights
Act and what it sought to achieve. And
the party of Abraham Lincoln, the Re-
publican Party, comes to the floor
every day and argues States rights.

Yes, we are back into that mode
again, but the argument is coming
from the Republican side of the aisle.
The tables have turned. The Demo-
cratic Party of the South is a different
party today, thank goodness, and a
party that stands for the principle that
people are entitled to the right to vote.

So we staged a national election in
2020. In light of the pandemic that was
looming over this Nation, we opened up
opportunities to vote, and two things
happened. We had the most dramatic
turnout of voters in the United States
of America for the office of President.
We had never seen that kind of turnout
of voters.

And No. 2, when the Agencies of gov-
ernment took a close look at the votes
that were cast, they found no evi-
dence—virtually none—of voter fraud
or manipulation of the outcome of the
election.

It was obvious to all who were honest
about it, including some Republicans
who have said as much in the last few
days. But one man dissented. That
man, of course, was the former Presi-
dent of the United States, Donald
Trump, the loser—the official loser—in
the 2020 election.
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He is still in total denial. His mo-
mentous ego cannot countenance the
possibility of rejection by the Amer-
ican voters, and so he claims the Big
Lie that somehow or another this vote
was stolen from the poor little former
President. Though he can’t come up
with any evidence to prove any aspect
of that and has failed miserably vir-
tually every time he has gone to Fed-
eral court to argue it, he still con-
tinues to make that argument.

It was that argument that was the
inspiration behind the insurrectionist
mob that was here in the Capitol Build-
ing a little over a year ago trying to
stop the electoral college vote count.
They failed, as they should have. The
Constitution prevailed. The will of the
American people prevailed. And so in
legislatures across the country, includ-
ing the State of Wisconsin, we see Re-
publican legislatures saying that we
are unhappy with the results in the
2020 election; we want to change the
rules when it comes to voting in our
State.

And almost without exception, every
change in these Republican legisla-
tures results in a limited time to vote,
a limited ability to vote, new obstacles
to vote, and on and on and on.

I have yet to see any of these Repub-
lican-led leislatures demonstrate an ef-
fort to the contrary, to expand the
right to vote.

And so based on article I, section 4 of
the U.S. Constitution, we have written
a bill, a bill that establishes basic
standards of voting across America as
this document envisioned: standards
for voter registration, standards for ab-
sentee ballots, standards for same-day
registration, standards for making
election day a national holiday. Every
one of these things that we have pro-
posed in our pending legislation is an
expansion of opportunities to vote for
eligible voters.

It gets down to the bottom line:
When it comes to eligible voters,
should we create obstacles of hardship
or should we make it easy for them to
vote without endangering their fami-
lies, without losing their jobs, without
hardship?

I think that is the basic mission of a
democratic legislature, is it not: the
greatest possible participation of the
greatest number of voters? Then let
them decide on issue after issue.

So that is the issue of voting rights
in America that now comes to the floor
of the U.S. Senate.

On the question of the voting rights
of Senators, it is interesting to me,
every morning, that those in the
Chamber start the session by pledging
allegiance to the flag. It is apparent,
from some of the arguments on the Re-
publican side, that they want to start
this meeting of the Senate each day ad-
ditionally with a pledge of allegiance
to the filibuster.

Now, that is strange, because if you
have any history in the U.S. Senate,
you know what the filibuster has be-
come. It is not an occasional problem
and challenge. It is now the standard.
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The filibuster, you see, requires 60
votes for passage of a measure in a
body of 100 people. It is an extraor-
dinary majority. It gives power to the
minority, which the Senate, of course,
was designed to do by giving two
seats—two Senate seats—to every
State, large and small, but it goes a
step further.

Despite what you may have heard on
the floor earlier, the use of the fili-
buster—I should say the abuse of the
filibuster—has led to the elimination,
virtually, of debate and amendments
on the floor.

I have often said that if you are suf-
fering from insomnia and watch C-
SPAN and turn on the U.S. Senate, you
will see a perfect room and structure
for a wedding reception because there
is always plenty of room on the floor of
the Senate. We should be leasing this
out and using the money to reduce the
national debt, the Senators use it so
infrequently.

There was a time—can you believe
this now?—10 years ago, there was a
time when 12 appropriation bills would
come out of the committees and come
to the floor and be subject to amend-
ments, and we would take turns offer-
ing amendments to all 12 appropria-
tions bills. That was the ordinary
course of business. It is no longer the
case. It hasn’t been that way for 10
years.

And when it comes to the debate and
amendments on all the other items, the
numbers tell the story.

I want to thank my friend JEFF
MERKLEY, who has done amazing re-
search on the Senate and its proce-
dures.

In the 109th Congress, we considered
314 amendments. That declined to just
26 amendments under Republican lead-
ership in the last Congress. Twenty-six
amendments in a year? Compared to
314? Thank you, to the filibuster. That
is where we are today. Thank you, to
the 60-vote requirement. That is where
we are today. And thanks to my col-
leagues on the Republican side who are
trying to ignore those numbers. They
are so graphic.

On nominations, there were only
three cloture motions in the history of
the United States before 1975—three.
After 1975 to now, 852 times cloture has
been filed on nominations—852 weeks
of Senate time potentially obstructed.

That is the Senate today. That is the
Senate under a filibuster. And if this
Senate is going to join the House in es-
tablishing standards for equal voting
rights across America, the filibuster is
the obstacle.

I know this story personally. I intro-
duced the DREAM Act 20 years ago—20
years ago. And you say: Senator, I
thought you were a hotshot legislator.
What are you waiting for? Pass it. I
sure wish I could.

I brought it to the Senate floor five
times in that 20-year period, the
DREAM Act to help young people liv-
ing in this country to have a chance, a
pathway to citizenship. On five dif-
ferent occasions it has been stopped by
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filibuster. Don’t tell me the filibuster
opens debate and opportunity. The fili-
buster has shut down debate on the
DREAM Act five times in the last 20
years, and that is just one isolated ex-
ample that is personal to me. That is
what the filibuster is all about. It is
stopping us from doing anything sub-
stantial on voting rights. It is stopping
us from passing the DREAM Act. It is
stopping us from passing meaningful
immigration reform.

The filibuster is designed for people
who want to say no—no to progress, no
to government, no to the Senate being
engaged in the issues that affect the
American people and families.

I have seen colleagues come to the
floor on the Republican side with
quotes from me defending the fili-
buster. That was when I was a hopeful
person in the Senate.

My hope has been dashed by reality—
by the reality of a Senate that has
been shut down when it comes to na-
tional debate and shut down when it
comes to national achievement.

That, to me, has got to come to an
end. I am prepared to sit down with
any Republicans of good will—and
Democrats included—and come up with
some meaningful rules.

You know, incidentally, that we are
sitting here with a calendar that is
loaded with nominations? It is not the
filibuster, but it is something quite
near to it, where one or two Republican
Senators have decided that they don’t
want to take the ordinary course for
nominations. They want to drag them
out interminably.

That is unfair to President Biden. It
is unfair to the American people. If you
want to defeat a nomination, do your
best. But to stop the debate of the Sen-
ate on these nominations to impose
your will and to slow down the business
of the Senate, I think is an unaccept-
able standard.

And so for the voting rights of Amer-
ican to have a chance to be protected
and for the voting rights of Senators to
finally be engaged on the floor in that
process, we have to be ready to make a
change. I am ready. And as I said, I am
ready to do it on a bipartisan basis.
But for goodness’ sake, this empty, si-
lent Chamber is no indication of what
the Founding Fathers had in mind
when they created this legislature.

We are supposed to be engaged in de-
bate, not afraid of debate. We shouldn’t
be running off and hiding behind 60
votes. I am open for change. I wish
some Republicans would join us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from California.

NOMINATION OF GABRIEL P. SANCHEZ

Mr. PADILLA. Madam President, I
rise today to urge my colleagues to
join me in confirming Justice Gabriel
Sanchez to the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit.

Justice Sanchez has long be held in
high esteem in California’s legal cir-
cles. He brings thoughtfulness and em-
pathy to every decision that he makes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

He was born and raised in Los Ange-
les and was the proud son of a single
mother from Mexico. She raised him
while working tirelessly to make ends
meet. With her unwavering support,
Justice Sanchez went on to earn de-
grees from Yale College, from Cam-
bridge University, and graduated from
Yale Law School.

He began his legal career as a law
clerk to Judge Richard Paez on the
Ninth Circuit, the same court where he
is now nominated to serve. Justice
Sanchez then went into private prac-
tice, as many young lawyers do, but he
committed himself to engaging in the
community deeply by providing pro
bono legal services, so much so that in
the year 2010, he earned a social justice
award from the ACLU of Southern
California for his work representing
farm workers in a lawsuit to enforce
workplace safety protections to help
prevent deadly heat illnesses.

Justice Sanchez went on to serve
with distinction in California State
government; first, as a deputy attorney
general, and then as a deputy legal af-
fairs secretary to then-Governor
Brown. There, he proved himself to be
a critical thinker, a creative problem-
solver, and a dedicated public servant.

In recognition of his work and his
service, his even-handed judgments,
and his great legal talent, Governor
Brown appointed Justice Sanchez to
the California Court of Appeals in 2018.

Justice Sanchez has earned a reputa-
tion as an outstanding jurist com-
mitted to justice for all.

I am confident that he will bring the
same dedication to the bench of the
Ninth Circuit, and I am proud to sup-
port his confirmation today.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VOTE ON BOSE NOMINATION

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Bose nomina-
tion?

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN), the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
SANDERS), and the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. SCHATZ) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 68,
nays 29, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 6 Ex.]

YEAS—68
Baldwin Bennet Blunt
Barrasso Blumenthal Booker
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Brown Kaine Rosen
Burr Kelly Rounds
Cantwell King Schumer
Capito Klobuchar Shaheen
Cardin Leahy Sinema
Carper Lujan Smith
Cassia Manchin Stabenow
y R
Collins Markey iulhvan
ester
Coons Menendez Thune
Cortez Masto Merkley 11s
Duckworth Moran Tillis
Durbin Murkowski Toomey
Fischer Murphy Van Hollen
Gillibrand Murray Warner
Graham Ossoff Warnock
Grassley Padilla Warren
Hassan Peters Whitehouse
Heinrich Portman Wicker
Hickenlooper Reed Wyden
Hirono Romney Young
NAYS—29
Blackburn Hagerty McConnell
Boozman Hawley Paul
Braun Hoeven Risch
Cornyn Hyde-Smith Rubio
Cotton Inhofe Sasse
Cramer Johnson Scott (FL)
Crapo Kennedy Scott (SC)
o bankdord ey
Ernst Marshall Tuberville
NOT VOTING—3
Feinstein Sanders Schatz

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HICKENLOOPER). Under the previous
order, the motion to reconsider is con-
sidered made and laid upon the table,
and the President will be immediately
notified of the Senate’s action.

——————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Now, Mr. President, I
ask to execute the previous order with
respect to the Sanchez nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Gabriel P. San-
chez, of California, to be United States
Circuit Judge for the Ninth Circuit.

VOTE ON SANCHEZ NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the Sanchez nomination?

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 7 Ex.]

YEAS—52
Baldwin Duckworth Klobuchar
Bennet Durbin Leahy
Blumenthal Feinstein Lujan
Booker Gillibrand Manchin
Brown Graham Markey
Cantwell Hassan Menendez
Cardin Heinrich Merkley
Carper Hickenlooper Murkowski
Casey Hirono Murphy
Collins Kaine Murray
Coons Kelly Ossoff
Cortez Masto King Padilla
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Peters Sinema Warnock
Reed Smith Warren
Rosen Stabenow Whitehouse
Sanders Tester Wyden
Schumer Van Hollen
Shaheen Warner
NAYS—47
Barrasso Grassley Risch
Blackburn Hagerty Romney
Blunt Hawley Rounds
Boozman Hoeven Rubio
Braun Hyde-Smith Sasse
Burr Inhofe Scott (FL)
Capito Johnson Scott (SC)
Cassidy Kennedy
Cornyn Lankford :hel'b v
ullivan

Cotton Lee

: Thune
Cramer Lummis Tillis
Crapo Marshall
Cruz McConnell T°°m9¥
Daines Moran Tuberville
Ernst Paul Wicker
Fischer Portman Young

NOT VOTING—1
Schatz

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
SMITH). Under the previous order, the
motion to reconsider is considered
made and laid upon the table, and the
President will be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action.

The Senator from South Dakota.

FILIBUSTER

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, the
Democrats’ campaign to break the Sen-
ate continues.

I want to read a quote:

The ideologues in the Senate want to turn
what the Founding Fathers called the cool-
ing saucer of democracy into the rubber
stamp of dictatorship.

Not my words—those are the words of
the current Senate Democrat leader
back in 2005 when filibuster changes
were under discussion. The current
Democrat leader was once, in fact, a
defender of the filibuster and the role
it plays in ensuring that the minority
party in the Senate and the Americans
it represents have a voice. In fact, the
minority leader at various times has
described trying to get rid of the fili-
buster as ‘‘doomsday for democracy.”
He described those who were behind the
effort to try to get rid of the filibuster
as being in support of turning America
into ‘‘a banana republic.” Those were
statements made by the current Demo-
crat leader when he was defending the
filibuster in years past.

In fact, a lot of my colleagues across
the aisle have defended the filibuster
and used the filibuster repeatedly when
they were in the minority. In the last
Congress alone, Democrats filibustered
COVID relief legislation until they got
a bill that they could support. They
filibustered police reform legislation.
They filibustered Israel legislation.
They filibustered pro-life legislation—
and on and on.

While Republicans certainly didn’t
enjoy it when Democrats used the fili-
buster when we were in the majority,
we recognized that it meant that our
Senate was working the way that the
Founders intended—as a place of com-
promise and deliberation, where the
minority, as well as the majority, was
represented. That is why we resisted
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repeated calls from the former Presi-
dent, our party’s President, when we
had the majority to abolish the fili-
buster.

Abolishing the filibuster certainly
would have made it easier for us to ad-
vance important legislation—legisla-
tion that was of value to Members on
our side, things that we wanted to see
get done—but we knew that sacrificing
the long-term good of the Senate and
the country for short-term gain was
not an acceptable course of action.

Let’s be very clear that the gain
would have been short term. If we had
abolished the legislative filibuster, we
could have passed a lot of important
legislation, only to see it overturned as
soon as Democrats took control of the
legislative and executive branches.
Once we returned to unified Republican
government, we could, of course, have
put our original legislation back in
place. That is the kind ping-ponging
that would be terrible for our country.

Sharp changes in Federal policy
every few years would mean endless
confusion for Americans. Plus, free of
the moderating influence of the fili-
buster, legislation would almost un-
questionably become more extreme,
which would harden and intensify par-
tisan division not just here in Congress
but in the country as a whole. Ordinary
citizens would look ever more distrust-
ful at government, which would quick-
ly come to be seen as government for
Americans of one party only—the
party of power.

Democrats should know all of the
things that I am saying. After all, they
were in the minority just 1 year ago. It
is hard for me to understand how they
could forget that. Do they think that
because they have the majority now,
that they will always have it? History
would beg to differ.

I realize the Democrats have hopes
that if they pass their election legisla-
tion, it will help them stay in power,
but surely—surely—Democrats don’t
believe that they can maintain a per-
manent hold on government. There
have been some pretty robust Senate
majorities in American history, but
sooner or later, power has always shift-
ed, and the Presidency has shifted too.

Even if Democrats succeed in all of
their election machinations, the day
will come—and probably sooner rather
than later—when their party will re-
turn to the minority, and I suspect
that at that point, they would bitterly
regret the loss of the legislative fili-
buster.

Democrats have already had cause to
regret the loss of the filibuster for judi-
cial nominations. More than one Demo-
crat Senator has openly admitted re-
gretting Democrats’ move to abolish
the filibuster for judges and other
nominees.

The unravelling of the filibuster for
judicial nominations should be a lesson
to both parties on how well weakening
the filibuster or creating a filibuster
carve-out would work. Democrats
carved out a filibuster exception for ex-
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ecutive and judicial nominees, and Re-
publicans took it to its logical conclu-
sion.

A legislative filibuster carve-out
would be the end of the legislative fili-
buster, period.

If Democrats’ carve out an exception
for election legislation, a future Senate
would be likely to carve out an excep-
tion for something else and so on and
so forth, until the filibuster was carved
out of existence completely.

In fact, I strongly suspect that a fili-
buster carve-out solely for election leg-
islation wouldn’t even survive the com-
ing year. I can imagine my Democrat
colleagues quickly deciding that some
other priority of theirs was also worthy
of a special exemption. It is possible
that the legislative filibuster would be
gone before the end of this Congress.

Again, I urge my Democrat col-
leagues to remember their decision to
remove the filibuster for judicial nomi-
nations and how quickly that came
back to haunt them. They may like the
idea of forcing through their legisla-
tion now, but sooner or later—and
probably sooner—I can guarantee that
they will regret it.

The filibuster and its protection for
the rights of the minority are safe so
long as neither party starts to chip
away at it. Once one party starts weak-
ening the filibuster, especially on a to-
tally partisan basis, that will be the
end of the filibuster and the end of real
representation for the minority in Con-
gress.

It is deeply disappointing that the
Democrat leader and the President
have abandoned their previous support
for protecting representation for the
minority. It is even more astonishing,
really, that they have done so when
they enjoy the narrowest majorities in
Congress. It should be a reminder of
how quickly Democrats could once
again return to the minority and be in
need of the legislative filibuster.

But I know that there are Democrats
out there with serious doubts about
their leadership’s course of action.
Some would express this doubt openly,
but I suspect there are others who
haven’t spoken up who also have seri-
ous reservations. After all, a majority
of the current Senate Democrat caucus
signed a letter just 4 short years ago
expressing their belief in the impor-
tance of the filibuster. I cannot believe
that all of them would change their po-
sition merely because the political
winds have shifted.

So I urge all of my Democrat col-
leagues to resist this blatant power
grab by the Democrat leadership and
preserve our longstanding commitment
to representation for the minority in
the U.S. Senate, the purpose for which
this institution was created, and the
Americans it represents.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.
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COMMENDING THE ACTIONS OF
CUBAN HUMAN RIGHTS AND DE-
MOCRACY ACTIVIST JOSE DAN-
IEL FERRER GARCIA, AND ALL
PRO-DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN
RIGHTS ACTIVISTS, IN DEMAND-
ING FUNDAMENTAL CIVIL LIB-
ERTIES IN CUBA AND SPEAKING
OUT AGAINST CUBA’S BRUTAL,
TOTALITARIAN COMMUNIST RE-
GIME

Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Madam Presi-
dent, yesterday marked 6 months since
July 11—a day when brave Cubans all
across that island marched for democ-
racy, cried out for freedom, and sent a
clear message that the time was up for
the illegitimate communist regime.

From Havana to Santa Clara to
Santiago de Cuba, the message of
“Patria y Vida!”’ could be heard from
the people. Cuban families and dem-
onstrators stood against the revolu-
tion’s motto of ‘“‘Patria o Muerte” to
once again declare that the revolution
had failed.

That failed revolution promised pros-
perity and equality for all, but the only
equal thing about it was poverty, suf-
fering, and oppression for all. We
watched as families gathered outside
the headquarters of the Cuban Com-
munist Party to chant ‘‘Cuba isn’t
yours!”” Their message was clear: It is
time for a new day of freedom and de-
mocracy in Cuba.

Instead of listening to the cries of
their people, the communist Cuban re-
gime lashed out with violence and the
oppression it has used for more than 60
years to silence opposition to its reign.
The regime and its thugs kidnapped in-
nocent democracy activists and kept
others trapped in their homes. Right
now, hundreds of Cubans have been in-
definitely detained or unjustly sen-
tenced to prison simply for demanding
basic human rights.

Some of these protesters are facing
prison sentences as long as 30 years.
One of them is Jose Daniel Ferrer, the
leader of the pro-democracy UNPACU
group and a dedicated freedom and
human rights activist. Since his de-
tainment, I have had the chance to
talk to his family several times. Each
time we speak, the stories they tell me
are more heartbreaking.

Jose Daniel is being tortured by the
communist regime in an attempt to
end his life. He is suffering from severe
headaches, mouth bleeding, malnutri-
tion, cough, and insomnia—all prod-
ucts of the cruel torture and inhumane
treatment from the regime.

We can also think about Felix
Navarro, another longtime freedom ac-
tivist who helps lead a pro-democracy
group on the island. He was arrested,
not for demonstrating but for asking
police about the status of some of the
members of his group who had been de-
tained.

Reports indicate even young teen-
agers are being detained indefinitely.

The unjust imprisonment, beatings,
and torture of the Cuban people is ab-
horrent. It is inhumane, and it cannot
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be tolerated. It is clear that these ac-
tions stem from the regime’s para-
lyzing fear over the freedom movement
spreading across Cuba. They are terri-
fied that there is a new day of freedom
on the rise for the Cuban people, so
they resort to total oppression and to
the silencing of any mention of inde-
pendence or freedom.

As the greatest beacon of freedom
and democracy in the world, the United
States must stand against the com-
munist regime and with the Cuban peo-
ple. I am thankful that U.S. Assistant
Secretary of State Brian Nichols re-
cently called for the immediate release
of the July 11 demonstrators. Along
with his calls, we need the voices of
President Biden and Secretary
Blinken, and their calls need to be cou-
pled with action that actually pres-
sures the illegitimate communist
Cuban regime now.

It was only a couple of weeks ago
when I called the White House to talk
about the case of Jose Daniel Ferrer.
The first time I called, they asked me
to leave a message, so I did. When I
called the next day, the White House
hung up on me.

Throughout his entire first year in
office, Joe Biden has been shamefully
silent about Cuba. Just like he does
with communist China, Biden’s strat-
egy on Cuba is to do the bare min-
imum. Even while the protests were
ongoing, he did nothing to alleviate the
suffering of the Cuban people.

Compare that to the Organization of
American States. After I spoke with
them a few weeks ago, Secretary Gen-
eral Luis Almagro issued a statement
demanding the immediate release of all
arbitrarily imprisoned political pris-
oners. He expressed special concern for
the well-being of Jose Daniel Ferrer
and urged the Cuban regime to allow a
humanitarian mission that can imme-
diately verify the state and situation
of political prisoners in the country.

Why can’t Joe Biden make that same
request? Where is the President? He
has had 6 months to help provide inter-
net to the Cuban people to help dis-
seminate information and help the
freedom movement, but he has done
nothing. His silence is appeasement,
and those of us who love freedom will
not simply sit by idly while he refuses
to act.

As long as the illegitimate com-
munist Cuban regime continues to
deny the people their freedom, democ-
racy, and basic human rights, I am
going to fight alongside them and de-
mand action.

Today, the Senate can do something.
Today, the U.S. Senate can pass a reso-
lution honoring Cuban activists like
Jose Daniel Ferrer, condemning the
Cuban dictatorship’s repression, and
calling for the international commu-
nity to stand with the Cuban people. 1
have introduced a resolution that does
exactly that, and it is something that
everyone in the Chamber should agree
with.

I am thankful for Senators MARCO
RUBIO and MIKE BRAUN for cospon-
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soring this resolution. I am also thank-
ful for MARIO DIAZ-BALART, Congress-
woman SALAZAR, and Congressman
GIMENEZ for introducing the com-
panion resolution in the House.

We must make sure our message to
the Cuban people is clear: America has
not and will not forget you. We have
seen your bravery and courage. We
have heard your calls for freedom. You
have risked everything for the freedom
of Cubans across the island. You are an
inspiration to us all.

I ask unanimous consent to address
the Senate in Spanish.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
OsSOFF). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(English translation of the state-
ments made in Spanish are as follows:)

We must make sure our message to the
Cuban people is clear: America has not and
will not forget you.

We have seen your bravery and courage.
We have heard your calls for freedom.

You have risked everything for the free-
dom of Cubans across the island. You are an
inspiration to us all.

Mr. President, as if in legislative ses-
sion, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
S. Res. 489, which is at the desk. I fur-
ther ask that the resolution be agreed
to, the preamble be agreed to, and that
the motions to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table with
no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, let me first
say that I rise, in the first instance, be-
fore having heard the Senator’s re-
marks, to say that I have serious con-
cerns about the junior Senator from
Florida’s lack of respect for the regular
order of the Senate.

On July 11, 2021, the Cuban people
took to the streets in unprecedented
protests, demanding democracy and
the end of decades of dictatorship. Sub-
sequently, the Senate came together in
unanimous consent to pass my S. Res.
310. My bipartisan legislation expressed
our unwavering solidarity with the
Cuban people and called for the release
of all political prisoners detained un-
justly by the Diaz-Canel regime.

My legislation was the result of bi-
partisan negotiations, and it was ap-
proved unanimously by the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. That is
what regular order looks like, and it is
a process that strengthens the impact
of our work on foreign policy when we
can speak together in one voice to pro-
mote that foreign policy, whether it is
to the Cuban regime or whether it is in
any other place in the world.

Now, I need to make the point that
the junior Senator from Florida rou-
tinely disregards this process. In this
particular case, not only has this reso-
lution not been marked up by the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, not
only is it not bipartisan—as far as I
know, nobody has been offered even the
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opportunity to join it—but it hasn’t
even been introduced so that the Par-
liamentarian would decide where it
would be sent to committee for referral
for consideration. It hasn’t even been
introduced. It has not received the re-
view it deserves. In fact, it has not re-
ceived any formal review.

As I have repeatedly said as the
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, I stand ready to work
with any Member—and have done so—
on initiatives that advance the na-
tional security interests of the United
States and the defense of democracy
and human rights. While there may be
some urgent moments that require us
to move legislation directly to the
floor, regular order exists for a rea-
son—to facilitate consensus and ensure
that the legislation we consider on the
floor reflects the input and expertise of
Senators who sit on the relevant com-
mittees of jurisdiction.

Now, I have spent the last several
days listening to my Republican col-
leagues talk about the fullness of legis-
lative debate, of not preempting legis-
lative debate, of not preempting pro-
longed legislative debate in the context
of the filibuster. Here is a piece of leg-
islation that hasn’t even been intro-
duced, but it is being brought directly
to the floor. How does that promote
legislative debate? It doesn’t. It
doesn’t.

I happen to agree with the Senator
about his focus here as it relates to
those who are struggling inside of Cuba
to create freedom, but I want to send a
clarion message that I will not simply
allow legislation that is in the purview
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to come directly to the floor
without even an introduction, without
review, without any debate, and then
believe that one will just allow it to go
through on unanimous consent. That is
not how the Senate works.

I would urge the junior Senator from
Florida to consider this for future leg-
islative endeavors, especially as we are
also concerned about the filibuster and
extended debate. Well, this is the worst
example of not having extended debate.

Lastly, I deeply disagree with the
Senator’s characterization—I wasn’t
even going to reference it—in having
listened to his remarks, about the
Biden administration. The Biden ad-
ministration sanctioned individuals in
Cuba, high-ranking individuals of the
Cuban military, who have never been
sanctioned before. The Biden adminis-
tration led a multilateral effort for the
condemnation of what happened in
Cuba as a result of the citizens of Cuba
seeking to simply redress their griev-
ances against the dictatorship that ex-
ists there, and brought in countries
that have never ever expressed them-
selves in such a way before. The Biden
administration worked with the Sec-
retary General of the OAS to take the
strong position that the Senator re-
ferred to.

So I hate to say it, but this almost
comes across as a naked, political, par-
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tisan effort to try to promote some
perspective when, in fact, we should be
embracing this together through reg-
ular order, in a bipartisan process,
which the Cuban people, particularly
those suffering inside of Cuba, deserve.
However, because of this particular
moment and at this particular time
and having given the Senator good no-
tice about other future endeavors—this
is not the first time—I will not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 489) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Mr. President,
I am glad to see this resolution pass.

I want to thank my colleagues, Sen-
ators MARCO RUBIO and MIKE BRAUN,
for cosponsoring this resolution and
Congressman DIAZ-BALART, Congress-
woman SALAZAR, and Congressman
GIMENEZ for supporting this resolution
in the House.

In my roles as a U.S. Senator and the
Governor of Florida, I have had the
honor of meeting and speaking with
countless Cubans who have risked their
lives to flee Castro’s brutal regime.
Many of them came here with nothing,
scarred by the oppression of the regime
but hopeful for a new life. With what
little they had, they started businesses
and families and built thriving commu-
nities and are a major part of the econ-
omy of Florida.

We have all seen their resolve to
fight for freedom, support their fami-
lies, and contribute to their commu-
nities. They are an example of the
American dream and a testimony to
the ills of communism and socialism.
The Cuban people are a source of inspi-
ration for all of us. They show us what
can be accomplished when you have
freedom and opportunity.

That is why we continue to fight for
the end of communism in Cuba and for
the freedom and liberties of every
Cuban family. It is why we should all

join them and say ‘‘Abajo la
Dictadura!” ‘“‘Patria, vida y Libertad!”
————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine.
FILIBUSTER

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, our de-
mocracy is protected by its institu-
tional checks on unlimited power. The
three branches of government are not
the only manifestation of the careful
balancing achieved by the Framers of
the Constitution. Within the legisla-
tive branch, the Senate’s unique tradi-
tions protect the rights of the minority
party by allowing extended debate and
by requiring a supermajority vote to
pass legislation, with few exceptions.
These rules have helped to make the
U.S. Senate the greatest deliberative
body in the world.
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Before commenting further on the
importance of the extended debate and
the 60-vote requirement for passing leg-
islation, I want to point out a critical
protection built into the Senate’s pro-
cedures. Changing the rules requires 67
votes, not 60 votes, not 51 votes—67
votes.

But in a power grab that would be in-
credibly destructive to the functioning
of the Senate, the Democratic leader is
proposing to circumvent the rules in
order to eviscerate the filibuster be-
cause he does not have anywhere near
the 67 votes required to rewrite the
Senate rules. Instead, he will propose
to ‘‘change the rules by breaking the
rules,” as former Democratic Senator
Carl Levin, a true giant of the Senate,
put it when arguing against a similar
ploy in 2013.

As one of Senator Levin’s prede-
cessors, Arthur Vandenberg, warned in
1949, if the majority can change the
rules of the Senate at will, ‘‘there are
no rules except the transient, unregu-
lated wishes of a majority of whatever
quorum is temporarily in control of the
Senate.”

Both Senators Levin and Vandenberg
actually favored the rule change being
considered at the time, but each recog-
nized that ‘‘breaking the rules to
change the rules’” would irreparably
harm the Senate and, thus, our coun-
try.

Democrats well understand the con-
sequences of what they are proposing.
Just 5 short years ago, Senator Chris
Coons and I wrote a letter urging Sen-
ate leaders to preserve the 60-vote
threshold for legislation. That letter
was signed by 61 Senators: 28 Repub-
licans, 32 Democrats, and 1 Inde-
pendent. This total not only rep-
resented a majority of Senators but
also a majority of the Republican cau-
cus, a majority of the Democratic Cau-
cus, and the current Vice President.

How well I remember seeking signa-
tures on the Senate floor for that let-
ter. Holding a green folder with the let-
ter inside, I approached Senators on
both sides of the aisle to achieve my
goal of a total of 60 Senators signing,
representing a majority of each caucus.

Not a single Senator whom I ap-
proached said no to signing the letter,
not one. Quite the contrary, each was
eager to sign the letter, and many
thanked me for leading the effort to
make clear that whatever our disagree-
ments on a supermajority vote for
nominees, they were firmly committed
to keeping the filibuster for legisla-
tion. They understood its vital impor-
tance to the Senate and to our country.

This is what our letter stated, in
part:

[W]e are united in our determination to
preserve the ability of Members to engage in
extended debate when bills are on the Senate
floor.

We are mindful of the unique role the Sen-
ate plays in the legislative process, and we
are steadfastly committed to ensuring that
this great American institution continues to
serve as the world’s greatest deliberative
body. Therefore, we are asking you to join us
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in opposing any effort to curtail the existing
rights and prerogatives of Senators to en-
gage in full, robust, and extended debate as
we consider legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this bipartisan letter, dated
April 7, 2017, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 7, 2017.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. CHARLES E. SCHUMER,
Democratic Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER MCCONNELL AND
DEMOCRATIC LEADER SCHUMER: We are writ-
ing to urge you to support our efforts to pre-
serve existing rules, practices, and traditions
as they pertain to the right of Members to
engage in extended debate on legislation be-
fore the United States Senate. Senators have
expressed a variety of opinions about the ap-
propriateness of limiting debate when we are
considering judicial and executive branch
nominations. Regardless of our past dis-
agreements on that issue, we are united in
our determination to preserve the ability of
Members to engage in extended debate when
bills are on the Senate floor.

We are mindful of the unique role the Sen-
ate plays in the legislative process, and we
are steadfastly committed to ensuring that
this great American institution continues to
serve as the world’s greatest deliberative
body. Therefore, we are asking you to join us
in opposing any effort to curtail the existing
rights and prerogatives of Senators to en-
gage in full, robust, and extended debate as
we consider legislation before this body in
the future.

Sincerely,
Susan M. Collins; Orrin Hatch; Claire
McCagkill; Lisa Murkowski; Chris-

topher A. Coons; Joe Manchin; John
McCain; Patrick Leahy; Roger Wicker;
Luther Strange; Angus King; Michael
Bennet; Amy Klobuchar; Robert P.
Casey, Jr.; Martin Heinrich.

John Boozman; Lindsey Graham; Rich-
ard Burr; Mark Warner; Jerry Moran;
Roy Blunt; Marco Rubio; Jeanne Sha-
heen; Thom Tillis; Sherrod Brown;
Shelley Moore Capito; Kirsten E. Gilli-
brand; Brian Schatz; Michael Enzi;
Dean Heller.

Cory Booker; Mazie Hirono; Dianne Fein-
stein; John Thune; Bill Cassidy; Heidi
Heitkamp; Jeff Flake; Chuck Grassley;
Maria Cantwell; Rob Portman; Lamar
Alexander; John Kennedy; Jon Tester;
Tom Carper; Pat Roberts.

Maggie Hassan; Tammy Duckworth;
Jack Reed; Thad Cochran; Joe Don-
nelly; Ben Sasse; Todd Young; Kamala
Harris; Bill Nelson; Johnny Isakson; Ed
Markey; Mike Lee; Debbie Stabenow;
Sheldon Whitehouse; Robert Menendez;
Tim Kaine.

Ms. COLLINS. The culture of the
Senate is built upon a foundation of re-
spect and cooperation that is meant to
transcend partisanship. It is a culture
in which legislative goals are reached
with patience, persuasion, and perse-
verance, not raw power.

I implore my colleagues to consider
the ramifications for our country. Do
we want laws enacted one year to be
repealed 2 years later on a simple ma-
jority vote and then perhaps reenacted
in another 2 years by just 51 votes?
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Do we want major laws, significant
changes in policy, to be rammed
through the Senate without thoughtful
debate and bipartisan support?

At a time when our country is deeply
and closely divided, do we really want
to worsen the polarization by improv-
ing significant changes in public policy
by a narrow partisan vote?

We are now on the brink of heading
down that dangerous road, a slippery
slope toward a tyranny of the major-
ity. Limiting the ability of Senators to
engage in a debate on legislative mat-
ters would give the majority party un-
precedented power to push through
major changes without careful delib-
eration or bipartisan cooperation. Such
a move would have lasting implica-
tions, as future majorities—whether
Republican or Democratic—would have
little incentive to work with the other
party.

It is crucial that we work together
and find common ground on the issues
that matter most to the American peo-
ple. Changing longstanding Senate
rules to benefit one political party
would discourage efforts to forge con-
sensus and only serve to reinforce bit-
ter partisan divisions.

I urge my colleagues to stand against
this calamitous change and for the
principles of compromise and coopera-
tion that have long defined and been
the hallmarks of the U.S. Senate.

Let us listen to the admonition of
the Democratic leader when he spoke
against changing the rules in 2017: “‘Let
us go no further down this road.”

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO STAFF SERGEANT JOHN ‘‘BIG JOHN’’
QUINTRELL

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, today, I
have the distinct honor of recognizing
John ‘““Big John’ Quintrell of Helena,
MT, for bravely serving our Nation
during the Vietnam war and for his
dedication to supporting the heroes
who fought alongside him.

John served honorably in Vietnam
from 1968 to 1969 with the Wolfhounds.
I understand there are some Wolf-
hounds watching tonight. The Wolf-
hounds are the 2nd Battalion, 27th In-
fantry Regiment, 25th Infantry Divi-
sion. And he received honors, including
the Bronze Star with Valor and the
Purple Heart.

Upon returning home, John was met
with hostility and was shamed for his
sacrifice in Vietnam by his fellow
Americans. For the next 35 years,
John, like so many of our veterans,
kept that pain to himself.

In 2004, John opened a box—a box
filled with items that brought back
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memories of Vietnam—and he was in-
spired to host a reunion for his fellow
Vietnam veterans.

For the very first time in over 35
years, these men were reunited. John’s
reunion gave these often-forgotten he-
roes a sense of peace, a sense of accept-
ance, friendship, and healing. And fol-
lowing that successful reunion, John
and the other Wolfhounds were on a
mission to find others who served be-
side them.

And since 2004, John has connected
with over 125 Wolfhounds, and many
have attended 1 of the 9 reunions John
planned. After hearing John’s story,
his children and grandchildren worked
to keep these reunions going and the
legacy alive.

John’s support for his fellow Wolf-
hounds extends far beyond the reunions
he planned. In 2018, John decided to
document the stories of the Wolf-
hounds and their time in Vietnam. To
date, John has conducted over 90—90—
video interviews, and because of John’s
work, future generations will have the
opportunity to hear their relatives’
firsthand account of service in Viet-
nam.

John decided to share his own story
by publishing a book entitled ‘“My 365
Days With the Wolfhounds in Viet-
nam,’”’ and he did that in 2021.

John’s honest account of his experi-
ence in the Vietnam war has given
countless veterans and their family
members a sense of understanding, as
well as healing. After years of sup-
pressing memories of his time in Viet-
nam, John now shares his story. He
shares his story with others and en-
courages them to share their own expe-
rience and find their own path to heal-
ing.

A big thanks to John’s passion, and
because of his dedication in supporting
his fellow veterans, many soldiers are
once again proud of their sacrifice to
our great Nation. You see, John epito-
mizes the heart of a Montana veteran,
whose selfless service has reached far
beyond the battlefield. So I want to
thank John. I want to thank John for
his service to our great country and for
the kindness he has shown to the he-
roes who served alongside him.

John, keep up the great work because
you make Montana proud, and you
make America proud.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

VOTING RIGHTS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this
week, the Democrats are forcing yet
another show vote on the so-called vot-
ing rights legislation. They claim the
right to vote is under attack by the
States, and there is nothing that could
be further from the truth.

Ahead of the 2020 elections, everyone
from Vice President KAMALA HARRIS to
Eric Holder to Stacey Abrams claimed
that they were experiencing a wave of
voter suppression. Now, that is very
significant—a wave of voter suppres-
sion, as if they have to do something to
change our system.
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And the facts are so clear on that.
You know, people lie around here, but
the facts don’t lie. The Census Bureau
reported that the turnout in last year’s
election was 66.8 percent. Now, that
was the highest voter turnout of the
21st century, and that turnout was
higher across all demographics, as well
as including minorities.

More than 90 percent of Americans
think it is easy to vote. More than a
third of them think the rules should be
more stringent than they are today,
and there is a good argument for that.
But that argument is prevailing right
now.

So once you see that the Democrats’
Big Lie of rampant voter suppression is
clearly false, why are they pushing this
election takeover bill? They want to
nationalize elections, putting the Fed-
eral Government in charge of some-
thing that the Constitution -clearly
says belongs to the State.

And just a few examples of what the
bill would do: It would line the pockets
of candidates with taxpayer dollars in
order to run for office. It would restrict
commonsense voter ID, supported by
over 75 percent of the Americans, and
mandate mail-in ballots and allow bal-
lot trafficking—trafficking, that is
when the unsupervised political
operatives collect and submit absentee
ballots—and it would make election
day a Federal holiday, costing some-
where close to $1 billion each time that
it would be used.

Now, you don’t have to take my word
for it on how radical this is. Okla-
homa’s election board secretary—keep
in mind, as in most States, it is non-
political, nonpartisan in any way, and
the guy’s name is Paul Ziriax. He has
called SCHUMER’s legislation a ‘‘recipe
for chaos.”

Democrats can feel the American
people turning against their agenda.
And so they are desperate to rig elec-
tions in their favor, and they will do so
by whatever means necessary—even
killing rules that make the Senate the
Senate.

This would poison bipartisan com-
promise in the Senate forever. My
Democratic colleagues want you to for-
get that they were for the filibuster be-
fore they were against it. Just 5 years
ago, 33 Senate Democrats, including
then-Senator HARRIS, penned a letter
demanding that we defend and retain it
forever. So they were demanding that
we retain the filibuster. But now they
changed their mind, which means that
they either have amnesia or that they
see an opportunity to force their rad-
ical agenda on the American families.

If Democrats get their way on the fil-
ibuster, they won’t stop taking over
our elections. They will also pass their
Green New Deal, their abortion on de-
mand, amnesty, and pack the Supreme
Court with activists to uphold their
unconstitutional agenda.

I want to close by sharing a comment
on the filibuster. The quote is this:

Getting rid of the filibuster has long-term
consequences. If there’s one thing that I
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have learned in my years here, once you
change the rules and surrender the Senate’s
institutional power, you never get it back.

Now, I didn’t say that. That was said
by President Joe Biden. He said it just
in those words, and that might be the
first time that we agree on something.

Likewise, Senator SCHUMER also said
that getting rid of the legislative fili-
buster would be ‘‘doomsday for democ-
racy.” And I happen to agree with him
on that, too.

I have served the people of Oklahoma
in the Senate longer than anyone in
history, and I feel strongly that the
one thing that has protected our demo-
cratic Republic and ensured bipartisan-
ship more than any other single thing
is the Senate’s protection of the voice
of the minority.

That is what we are famous for.
There is no one else that has that as a
function to do it, and yet I am seeing
some of the things that are going on
right now.

President Biden said—keep this in
mind—back in 2005: We have got to
keep the filibuster.

Then in 2021, just the other day, he
said: We have got to kill the filibuster.

He said that yesterday.

Senator SCHUMER, back in 2005, said
killing the filibuster will be ‘‘dooms-
day for democracy,” and now SCHUMER
wants to kill the filibuster.

Senator COONS said, back in 2018: ‘I
am committed to mnever voting to
change the legislative filibuster.” And
now he is supporting killing the fili-
buster.

Senator KLOBUCHAR, back in 2017,
said: ‘“‘Let’s keep that 60-vote threshold
in place,” which is the filibuster.

And now she said, just a few days
ago: “‘I would personally get rid of the
filibuster.”

So here is what we are faced with: We
know what is right, and we know what
is wrong. It is very clear. Yet they are
desperately trying to take a position
that they have had for a long period of
time. So we will continue to protect it.
Both the President and Senator SCHU-
MER are trying to Kkill the filibuster,
and we are not going to let that hap-
pen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Ms. LUMMIS. Mr. President, it is al-
ways an honor to address the people of
the United States from the floor of the
U.S. Senate, and tonight is no excep-
tion.

I want to thank my colleague from
Oklahoma for his wonderful remarks.

In order to form a more perfect
Union, our Founding Fathers gave us a
government that filters the will of the
majority through a deliberative proc-
ess of amendment and debate. For cen-
turies, this has meant that legislative
change, while slower in the United
States than in some other countries, is
moderated through healthy com-
promises and informed by a greater
number of voices. This, in turn, has
tended to give us legislation that bene-
fits more Americans.
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In recent decades, one of the most
important factors in this process has
been the Senate filibuster. It is one of
the defining characteristics that sets
the Senate apart from the House, and I
served in the House. I remember how
frustrating it was to send bill after bill
to the Senate only to watch those bills
die.

But because the House is set up on a
more partisan basis, some of the bills
we sent over here were pretty partisan.
So the Senate has a chance to either
look at those and reject them as purely
partisan or, more frequently, take up
bills that have been crafted on a bipar-
tisan basis in this body, and I respect
that.

The House is about simple majority
rule, but the Senate, thanks in part to
the filibuster, is defined by the rights
of the minority party. Simply put, it
gives the party not in power a voice to
speak for forgotten Americans and for
small States like Wyoming.

I am continually amazed at the whip-
lash-inducing about-face that Senate
Democrats are doing on this issue. It
was mentioned earlier by the previous
speaker. Senate Democrats may be try-
ing to end the filibuster today, but
until recently, they sang a very dif-
ferent tune. As was pointed out, Major-
ity Leader SCHUMER, in 2005, said that
abolishing the filibuster would be
doomsday for democracy—doomsday.
Majority Whip DURBIN said in 2018 that
ending the filibuster would be the end
of the Senate as was originally devised
and created going back to our Found-
ing Fathers. Vice President HARRIS
signed a letter in 2017, with 31 Demo-
cratic Senators, urging the protection
of the filibuster. President Biden was
also a big supporter of the filibuster,
calling it a Senator’s right to require
60 votes for legislation and claiming
that efforts to undermine the filibuster
are a ‘‘power grab’” by the majority
party.

Well, today President Biden and Sen-
ate Democrats are trying to do just
that, grab power. They are trying to
overhaul our voting system by nuking
the filibuster and seizing unchecked
power.

Some of their more levelheaded and
forward-thinking colleagues really are
hesitant to do that. To their great
credit and to the benefit of the institu-
tion of the Senate, my colleagues
KYRSTEN SINEMA and JOE MANCHIN rec-
ognize that what goes around comes
around. Senator MANCHIN criticized the
idea of a filibuster carve-out for elec-
tion takeover legislation saying that
“anytime there’s a carve-out, you eat
the whole turkey.” There is nothing
left.

Senator SINEMA wrote in the Wash-
ington Post that Democrats had more
to lose than gain by changing filibuster
rules, noting that the best way to
achieve durable lasting results is
through bipartisan cooperation.

You know, I agree. We saw earlier
this year, the infrastructure bill was
the product of bipartisan discussion,
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and it produced legislation that had an
overwhelming majority of the votes in
the Senate. Now, I was not a ‘‘yes”
vote on that bill. I was a ‘‘no’ vote on
that bill. I felt it spent too much
money, but I will say this. It was a fine
work product that was developed by
people of good will in both parties.
They accepted ideas that I had and
that others of us had who eventually
voted against the bill, and they worked
tirelessly for months. They would not
give up because they recognized that
when you can get a significant major-
ity in this Senate to support something
on a bipartisan basis, you have a better
product for the Nation.

And I will say, I am proud of their
work. I compliment them as frequently
as I can for that work product, even
though I didn’t vote for it. It was an
example of true bipartisanship, a true
bipartisan compromise.

That is another reason that I have
worked with my friend from Arizona
Senator SINEMA and with my friend
from Oregon RON WYDEN on financial
innovation. I had never met RON
WYDEN until that bill. That infrastruc-
ture bill came to the floor, and it had
an amendment on the definition of
broker that would apply in financial
innovation instances. It did not ade-
quately represent what really happens
in the world of digital assets.

So Senator WYDEN and I met here on
the floor. We became friends and start-
ed working on financial innovation
issues, digital assets. And even though
we were unsuccessful in changing the
definition of ‘“‘broker” in that bill, it
forged a working friendship that I am
confident will last for as long as I am
here and as long as he is here together.

That is one of the reasons that I have
come to believe so strongly in the fili-
buster. I saw it work in that specific
piece of legislation, even in my first
year in the U.S. Senate. It is why I
have worked with SHELDON WHITE-
HOUSE from Rhode Island on a foreign
agent registration reform. It is why I
have worked with other Members of
the other party on issues where we see
more common ground than we see dif-
ferences.

If you want lasting change, it re-
quires broad bipartisan support. Other-
wise, the next administration will
work to overturn your actions.

The last time Democrats changed the
filibuster, it ultimately led to three
Supreme Court Justices picked by
President Trump. If Democrats
thought that was bad, they should
think carefully before changing the fil-
ibuster for other legislation. We should
all think long and hard, as we prepare
to vote, over this radical proposal.

I implore my Democratic colleagues,
consider when the Senate was in Re-
publican hands and when President
Trump wanted Republicans to end the
filibuster. Republicans rejected the Re-
publican President’s request to end the
filibuster, and they did it out of respect
for this institution. I am sure it was
frustrating for the previous President.
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In some ways, it was frustrating for
people like me.

I was not in Washington during the 4
years of the Trump Presidency. I was
here during the 8 years of the Obama
Presidency, serving in the House. I was
not here during the Trump Presidency.
I was back in Wyoming. In that time,
you know, we were characterized as
being a big red State, where a bunch of
people in a ‘‘basket of deplorables’—I
was in there with them—were living
and clinging to their guns and their Bi-
bles and we were treated like outcasts
in our own country and it felt antago-
nistic. It was part of what creates this
great divide that this country is in
right now. That is how we felt about
ourselves.

I have to tell you, that is how we felt
when President Biden went to Georgia
and gave a speech and compared any-
one who didn’t support election reform
to people like George Wallace. He com-
pared people in my State and me, quite
frankly, to a bunch of racists. That
rhetoric is so damaging to trying to
heal this country.

We all know our Nation is divided
right now. Yesterday didn’t help. If we
want a more perfect Union than we
have today, we need more compromise,
not less. That is why we have institu-
tional norms like the filibuster. When
one party starts tearing up the norms,
they might gain in the short term, but
they do irreversible, lasting damage
not only to our institutions but to our
‘e pluribus unum,” ‘“out of many,
one.” If we want to be one, we should
keep the filibuster in place.

As those entrusted with the upkeep
of our Constitution for future genera-
tions, we need to take a longer term
view of what will be best for the coun-
try, not just our short-term political
aspirations. Our Founders understood
that the ends do not always justify the
means. That is why we have the sepa-
ration of powers—two Chambers of
Congress and a Bill of Rights that pro-
tects the individuals, that protects
freedom. Sometimes you have to
choose the harder right over the easier
wrong. Compromise is hard. I will tell
you, I am not all that good at it. I am
trying to learn from the people in this
Senate Chamber who are so successful
at it.

You know, the American people have
placed a great deal of faith in each one
of us to get this done. I have faith in us
as well.

I will admit that I really disliked my
first year in this U.S. Senate. It was a
huge disappointment to me. It was
ugly. It was nasty. It seemed un-Amer-
ican.

But I still have faith in us. We need
to protect our institutions. One of
those institutions is the filibuster. I
think it will allow us to continue to be
a nation that is out of many and yet is
still one. God willing, that will be the
case.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KELLY). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to legislative session for a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———————

TRIBUTE TO RABBI MOSHE
FELLER

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
rise to recognize Rabbi Moshe Feller
for the beautiful prayer he offered us
this week. He could be considered a
prolific guest chaplain—having led
both Houses of Congress in prayer a
combined 10 times over the last several
decades. Each time, his wisdom, his
faith in God, and his regard for the
work of this body have all shined
through. Today was no exception.

It was particularly special to know
that he was joined by one of his sons,
Rabbi Menachem Mendel Feller, as
well as three of his grandchildren,
Rabbi Tzemach Feller, Rabbi Yossi
Feller, and Moussie Feller. I am con-
fident that his other son, Rabbi Levi
Feller, and his many other grand-
children were excitedly watching from
home. And I know that if Mindelle,
Rabbi Moshe Feller’s wife of 56 years
who passed away in 2017, were still with
us today, she too would be so proud.

I have had the honor of meeting
Rabbi Feller many times over the
years, and I am glad he was able to re-
turn to this Chamber today.

In addition to being the longest serv-
ing Rabbi in Minnesota, Rabbi Feller

leads the TUpper Midwest Merkos
Chabad Lubavitch in St. Paul and is a
member of the board of Merkos

L’Inyonei Chinuch, the education arm
of the International Chabad movement.
Through his work, he mentors and in-
spires people of all faiths in Minnesota
and across the country. A passionate
and dedicated leader, he has been in-
strumental in cultivating Jewish life in
Minnesota, and his numerous contribu-
tions have enriched our State as a
whole.

Whether by overseeing the founding
and establishment of over 30 Jewish in-
stitutions in the Midwest or by serving
as a counselor and mentor to those
seeking to grow closer to their faith,
Rabbi Feller unwaveringly answers the
call.

With his remarks this morning,
Rabbi Feller offered a clarion reminder
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that the work we do in this body, to
pass just laws, is not just important—
it is sacred. I will be holding his words
close to my heart, and I am sure my es-
teemed colleagues will be doing the
same.

Thank you to Rabbi Moshe Feller for
joining us this morning. I look forward
to seeing you back in Minnesota.

——————

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bill was read the first
time:

S. 3488. A Dbill to counter the aggression of
the Russian Federation against Ukraine and
Eastern European allies, to expedite security
assistance to Ukraine to bolster Ukraine’s
defense capabilities, and to impose sanctions
relating to the actions of the Russian Fed-
eration with respect to Ukraine, and for
other purposes.

————

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. MENENDEZ for the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Joseph Donnelly, of Indiana, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Holy
See.

Nominee: Joseph S. Donnelly.

Post: Ambassador to Holy See.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

Self: Akin Gump Federal PAC (2019, 2020)—
$6996 (12 donations of $5683 each). Joe Biden
for President (2020)—$2800; Tim Ryan for
Senate (2021)—$2800; Frank Mrvan for Con-
gress (2021)—$1000.

Spouse: Joe Donnelly for Senate (2017)—
$340 (from Jill Donnelly); Joe Biden for presi-
dent (2018)—$500 (from Jill Donnelly).

Donald Armin Blome, of Illinois, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Islamic Re-
public of Pakistan.

Nominee: Donald Armin Blome.

Post: Ambassador to Pakistan.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)

Spouse: Debra L. Blome.

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

No contributions.

Michele Taylor, of Georgia, for the rank of
Ambassador during her tenure of service as
United States Representative to the UN
Human Rights Council.

Nominee: Michele Taylor.

Post: Rank of Ambassador during tenure of
service as the United States Representative
to the United Nations Human Rights Coun-
cil.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)
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Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

1. Self: $3,000, 06/04/21, Tom Malinowski for
Congress; $10, 05/03/21, N Dakota Democratic
Party; $2,900, 03/22/21, Warnock for Georgia;
$2,900, 01/26/21, Rosen for Nevada; $700, 01/26/
21, Rosen for Nevada; $5,000, 12/11/20, Kaine
for Common Ground PAC; $2,800, 11/30/20,
Warnock for Georgia; $2,164.51, 10/29/20, Biden
Victory Fund; $25, 10/25/20, Biden Victory
Fund; $250, 10/15/20, Friends of Lucy McBath;
$360, 10/15/20, Booker Victory Fund; $25, 10/14/
20, Biden Victory Fund; $800, 10/13/20, Biden
Victory Fund; $1,000, 10/13/20, Biden Victory
Fund; $180, 10/07/20, Smart Solutions for the
Silver State PAC; $180, 10/05/20, Carolyn Bor-
deaux; $1,800, 09/19/20, Mark Kelly for Senate;
$250, 09/09/20, Citizens for Waters; $2,800, 09/05/
20, Tom Malinowski for Congress; $2,800, 09/
02/20, Theresa Greenfield for Iowa; $100, 08/12/
20, Biden Victory Fund; $180, 07/29/20, Biden
Victory Fund; $2,800, 07/25/20, Biden for Presi-
dent; $5, 07/25/20, Biden Victory Fund; $200, 04/
01/20, Warnock for Georgia; $2,800, 03/31/20,
Teresa Tomlinson for Senate; $2,800, 12/29/19,
Debbie Wasserman Schultz for Congress;
$2,800, 12/13/19, Tom Malinowski for Congress;
$360, 11/04/19, Iowa Democratic Party; $2,800,
04/20/19, Biden for President; $5,000, 02/05/19,
American Possibilities PAC; $500, 02/04/19,
Congressional Black Caucus PAC; $180, 01/11/
19, Blake for NY; $2,700, 10/31/18, Rosen Vic-
tory Fund; $2,700, 10/13/18, Malinowski for
Congress; $1,000, 09/20/18, Citizens for Waters;
$150, 05/24/18, Democratic Party of Georgia;
$1,800, 05/14/18, Bill Nelson for Senate; $1,000,
02/08/18, Heidi for Senate; $2,000, 12/31/17,
McCaskill for Missouri; $2,700, 11/11/17, Rosen
for Nevada; $2,700, 09/23/17, Tom Malinowski
for Congress; $5,000, 09/19/17, American Possi-
bilities PAC; $2,700, 06/02/17, Kaine Victory
Fund; $2,700, 05/10/17, Debbie Wasserman
Schultz for Congress; $333.33, 04/23/17, Stabe-
now for US Senate; $333.33, 04/23/17, Klo-
buchar for Minnesota; $333.34, 04/23/17,
Tammy Baldwin for Senate; $71, 04/03/17, Jon
Ossoff for Congress; $2,500, 03/15/17, Fearless
for the People PAC; $1,000, 01/31/17, Jon Ossoff
for Congress; $2,700, 01/18/17, Kaine for Vir-
ginia; $250, 01/10/17, DSCC.

Spouse: Kenneth Taylor: $36, 12/05/20,
ACTBLUE—JDCA PAC; $2,800, 09/15/20, Tom
Malinowski for Congress; $2,800, 06/30/20,
Biden for President; $2,800, 04/20/19, Biden for
President; $2,700, 08/29/18, Tom Malinowski
for Congress; $180, 07/18/18, Kevin Abel for
Congress, Inc.; $2,700, 01/29/18, Kaine Victory
Fund; $2,700, 12/31/17, Tom Malinowski for
Congress; $2,300, 06/02/17, Kaine Victory Fund;
$100, 05/13/17, Debbie Wasserman Schultz for
Congress; $2,700, 01/19/17, Kaine Victory Fund.

Christopher R. Hill, of Rhode Island, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to the Republic of Serbia.

Nominee: Christopher Robert Hill.

Post: Serbia.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)

Contributions, amount, date, donee:

Self and (wife) Julie: $1,000, 8/5/2019, Joe
Biden; $50, 10/20/2019, Joe Biden; $50, 11/4/2019,
Joe Biden; $50, 12/10/2019, Joe Biden; $50, 1/10/
2020, Joe Biden; $50, 2/10/2020, Joe Biden; $50,
3/10/2020, Joe Biden; $50, 4/10/2020, Joe Biden;
$50, 5/10/2020, Joe Biden; $50, 6/10/2020, Joe
Biden; $21, 6/23/2020, Joe Biden; $50, 7/10/2020,
Joe Biden; $50, 8/10/2020, Joe Biden; $50, 9/10/
2020, Joe Biden; $50, 10/10/2020, Joe Biden.

Lisa A. Carty, of Maryland, to be an Alter-
nate Representative of the United States of
America to the Sessions of the General As-
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sembly of the United Nations, during her
tenure of service as Representative of the
United States of America on the Economic
and Social Council of the United Nations.

Nominee: Lisa Carty.

Post: Representative of the United States
of America to the Economic and Social
Council of the United Nations with the rank
of Ambassador and Alternate Representative
of the United States of America to the ses-
sions of the General Assembly of the United
Nations.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)

Contributions, amount, date, donee:

Lisa Carty*: $500, 9/13/20, Biden Victory
Fund; Lisa Carty*: $500, 8/21/20, Biden Victory
Fund; Lisa Carty*: $100, 6/19/18, S.Hader/Act
Blue; Lisa Carty: $250, 12/17/17, S.Hader/Act
Blue.

William Burns: $500, 10/14/20, Biden for
President; William Burns: $100, 9/14/20, Biden/
ActBlue; William Burns: $100, 9/7/20, Act
Blue; William Burns: $500, 5/13/20, Biden for
President; William Burns: $2,500, 4/28/20,
International Paper/PAC; William Burns:
$500, 11/22/19, Biden for President; William
Burns: $3,000, 5/01/19, International Paper/
PAC; William Burns: $3,000, 8/24/18, Inter-
national Paper/PAC; William Burns: $100, 6/
28/18, Act Blue; William Burns: $100, 2/24/18,
Act Blue/Meier; William Burns: $3,000, 11/13/
17, International Paper/PAC; William Burns:
$250, 9/18/17, Meier for Congress; William
Burns: $250, 6/13/17, Meier for Congress.

*Please note that the contributions
marked with an asterisk are double reported
on the FEC.Gov website.

Laura S. H. Holgate, of Virginia, to be Rep-
resentative of the United States of America
to the International Atomic Energy Agency,
with the rank of Ambassador.

Nominee: Laura S. H. Holgate.

Post: Representative of the United States
of America to the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, with the rank of Ambassador.

(The following is a list of all members of
my immediate family. I have asked each of
these persons to inform me of the pertinent
contributions made by them. To the best of
my knowledge, the information contained in
this report is complete and accurate.)

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

From Self: $313, 2018, Biggins for Virginia;
$500, 2018, MJ for Texas; $500, 2018, DNC Serv-
ices Corp./Dem. Nat’l Committee; $100, 2019,
ActBlue; $1000, 2019, Dan for Colorado; $500,
2019, Dan for Colorado; $500, 2020, Biden for
President; $100, 2020, Biden for President;
$100, 2020, ActBlue; $500, 2020, Bollier for Kan-
sas; $600, 2020, Brady Pac; $100, 2020, Biden for
President; $500, 2020, Biden for President;
$500, 2020, Biden for President; $500, 2020,
Biden for President; $500, 2020, Biden for
President; $250, 2020, Biden for President;
$113.20, 2020, Biden for President; $250, 2020,
Biden Victory Fund; $500, 2020, Biden Victory
Fund; $500, 2020, Biden Victory Fund; $500,
2020, Biden for President; $500, 2020, Biden for
President; $500, 2020, Biden for President;
$500, 2020, Biden Victory Fund; $113.20, 2020,
Biden Victory Fund; $500, 2020, Biden Victory
Fund; $500, 2020, Biden Victory Fund; $250,
2020, Andy Kim for Congress; $250, 2020, Andy
Kim for Congress; $113.20, 2020, ActBlue; $100,
2020, ActBlue.

Amy Gutmann, of Pennsylvania, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany.

Nominee: Amy Gutmann.
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Post: Ambassador to Germany.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

Michael Doyle (spouse): $2,800, 4/25/2019,
Biden For President.

Eric M. Garcetti, of California, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Re-
public of India.

Nominee: Eric Michael Garcetti.

Post: Ambassador Extraordinary and Plen-
ipotentiary to the Republic of India.

(The following is a list of members of my
immediate family. I have asked each of these
persons to inform me of the pertinent con-
tributions made by them. To the best of my
knowledge, the information contained in this
report is complete and accurate.)

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

Self: $125.00, 04/16/2021, California Demo-
cratic Party; $82.97, 09/12/2020, DNC Services
Corp/ Democratic National Committee;
$182.97, 09/12/2020, DNC Services Corp/ Demo-
cratic National Committee; $182.97, 09/12/2020,
Biden Victory Fund; $82.97, 09/12/2020, Biden
Victory Fund; $2,800, 09/01/2020, Biden for
President; $500, 04/29/2020, Deborah Ross for
Congress; $2,800, 02/08/2020, Biden for Presi-
dent.

Spouse: $2,800, 12/29/2019, CORY 2020; $1,000,
05/15/2019, DNC Services Corp/Democratic Na-
tional Committee; $1,500, 07/16/2018, Stone-
wall Democratic Club FED PAC.

Oren E. Whyche-Shaw, of Maryland, to be
United States Director of the African Devel-
opment Bank for a term of five years.

Enoh T. Ebong, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Director of the Trade and Develop-
ment Agency.

Alice P. Albright, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Chief Executive Officer, Millen-
nium Challenge Corporation.

Lisa A. Carty, of Maryland, to be Rep-
resentative of the United States of America
on the Economic and Social Council of the
United Nations, with the rank of Ambas-
sador.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, for
the Committee on Foreign Relations I
report favorably the following nomina-
tion lists which were printed in the
RECORD on the dates indicated, and ask
unanimous consent, to save the ex-
pense of reprinting on the Executive
Calendar that these nominations lie at
the Secretary’s desk for the informa-
tion of Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Foreign Service mnomination of
Skarshinski.

Foreign Service nominations beginning
with John Breidenstine and ending with Mi-
chael Lally, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on July 19, 2021.

By Ms. STABENOW for the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

*Chavonda J. Jacobs-Young, of Georgia, to
be Under Secretary of Agriculture for Re-
search, Education, and Economics.

*Margo Schlanger, of Michigan, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture.

By Mr. CARPER for the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

*Martha Williams, of Montana, to be Direc-
tor of the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service.

*Henry Christopher Frey, of North Caro-
lina, to be an Assistant Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

Leon
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*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. COTTON:

S. 3481. A bill to secure the dignity and
safety of incarcerated women; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and Mr.
BROWN):

S. 3482. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
3493 Burnet Avenue in Cincinnati, Ohio, as
the ‘“‘John H. Leahr and Herbert M. Heilbrun
Post Office”’; to the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. COONS:

S. 3483. A Dbill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend increased dependency
and indemnity compensation paid to sur-
viving spouses of veterans who die from
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, regardless of
how long the veterans had such disease prior
to death, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BOOKER (for himself, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 3484. A Dbill to establish the New York-
New Jersey Watershed Restoration Program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

By Mr. CRUZ:

S. 3485. A bill to ensure that the right to
vote shall not be impaired due to vaccination
status; to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. BENNET, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Ms.

DUCKWORTH, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. PADILLA,
Mr. PETERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. SMITH,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. WARREN, Mr.
WYDEN, and Mr. HEINRICH):

S. 3486. A bill to provide, manufacture, and
distribute high quality N-95 respirator
masks for every individual in the United
States during the COVID-19 pandemic using
the Defense Production Act and other
means; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

By Ms. SINEMA (for herself, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. PADILLA, and Mr.
PETERS):

S. 3487. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to increase death gratuities and
funeral allowances for Federal employees,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CARDIN,
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. COONS, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. KAINE, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. SCHATZ,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. REED, Mr. CARPER, Ms.
STABENOW, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr.
TESTER, Mr. WARNER, Mr. BENNET,
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HEIN-
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RICH, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Ms. HASSAN,
Ms. ROSEN, Mr. KELLY, Mr. LUJAN,
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. PADILLA, Ms.
SMITH, Mr. PETERS, Mrs. MURRAY,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. CASEY):

S. 3488. A bill to counter the aggression of
the Russian Federation against Ukraine and
Eastern European allies, to expedite security
assistance to Ukraine to bolster Ukraine’s
defense capabilities, and to impose sanctions
relating to the actions of the Russian Fed-
eration with respect to Ukraine, and for
other purposes; read the first time.

By Mr. BURR (for himself and Mr.
HICKENLOOPER):

S. 3489. A Dbill to establish or continue a
multidisciplinary research program to ad-
vance the discovery and preclinical develop-
ment of medical products for priority virus
families and other viral pathogens with a
significant potential to cause a pandemic,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. TILLIS:

S. 3490. A bill to amend the Federal Re-
serve Act to bring the non-monetary policy
related functions of the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System into the ap-
propriations process, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HAGERTY (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

S. 3491. A bill to establish a commission to
reform and modernize the Department of
State; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Mr.
HAGERTY):

S. 3492. A bill to address the importance of
foreign affairs training in national security,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Ms.
COLLINS):

S. 3493. A bill to require guidance on ex-
tending expiration dates for certain drugs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. OSSOFF (for himself and Mr.
KELLY):

S. 3494. A Dbill to amend the Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act of 1978 to require Members of
Congress and their spouses and dependents
to place certain assets into blind trusts, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

By Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina (for
himself, Mr. THUNE, Ms. ERNST, Mr.
RUBIO, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. ScorT of Florida,
Mr. HAGERTY, Mr. YOUNG, and Mr.
DAINES):

S. 3495. A bill to create a point of order
against spending that will increase inflation
unless inflation is not greater than 4.5 per-
cent, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself and Mr.
JOHNSON):

S. Res. 487. A resolution congratulating the
University of Wisconsin Badgers on winning
the 2021 National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation Division I Women'’s Volleyball Cham-
pionship; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself and Mr.
JOHNSON):
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S. Res. 488. A resolution congratulating the
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire Blugolds
on winning the 2021 National Collegiate Ath-
letic Association Division III Women’s
Volleyball Championship; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. SCOTT of Florida (for himself,
Mr. BRAUN, and Mr. RUBIO):

S. Res. 489. A resolution commending the
actions of Cuban human rights and democ-
racy activist Jose Daniel Ferrer Garcia, and
all pro-democracy and human rights activ-
ists, in demanding fundamental civil lib-
erties in Cuba and speaking out against
Cuba’s brutal, totalitarian Communist re-
gime; considered and agreed to.

———————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 72
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
the name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 72, a bill to require full fund-
ing of part A of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 and the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act.
S. 98
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 98, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit
against tax for neighborhood revital-
ization, and for other purposes.
S. 456
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
456, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently ex-
tend the new markets tax credit, and
for other purposes.
S. 464
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 464, a bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to require a group health plan or
health insurance coverage offered in
connection with such a plan to provide
an exceptions process for any medica-
tion step therapy protocol, and for
other purposes.
S. 834
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
OSSOFF) was added as a cosponsor of S.
834, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for the
distribution of additional residency po-
sitions, and for other purposes.
S. 880
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 880, a bill to amend the
Age Discrimination in Employment
Act of 1967 and other laws to clarify ap-
propriate standards for Federal em-
ployment discrimination and retalia-
tion claims, and for other purposes.
S. 902
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. LUJAN) was added as a cosponsor
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of S. 902, a bill to authorize a grant
program for the development and im-
plementation of housing supply and af-
fordability plans, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 936
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 936, a bill to require on-
line marketplaces to collect, verify,
and disclose certain information re-
garding high-volume third party sellers
of consumer products to inform con-
sumers.
S. 1596
At the request of Mr. ROUNDS, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Ms.
ROSEN) and the Senator from Maine
(Mr. KING) were added as cosponsors of
S. 15696, a bill to require the Secretary
of the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the National World War
IT Memorial in Washington, DC, and for
other purposes.
S. 1725
At the request of Mr. ROUNDS, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. HICKENLOOPER) and the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BRAUN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1725, a bill to grant
a Federal charter to the National
American Indian Veterans, Incor-
porated.
S. 2710
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2710, a bill to promote competi-
tion and reduce gatekeeper power in
the app economy, increase choice, im-
prove quality, and reduce costs for con-
sumers.
S. 3052
At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNS) and the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. REED) were added as
cosponsors of S. 3052, a bill to promote
free and fair elections, democracy, po-
litical freedoms, and human rights in
Cambodia, and for other purposes.
S. 3232
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. LUJAN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 3232, a bill to require the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission to
promulgate a consumer product safety
rule for freestanding clothing storage
units to protect children from tip-over
related death or injury, and for other
purposes.
S. 3318
At the request of Mr. COTTON, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. THUNE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3318, a bill to deter for-
eign financial institutions from pro-
viding banking services for the benefit
of foreign terrorist organizations and
from facilitating or promoting pay-
ments for acts of terrorism.
S. 3380
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
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(Ms. BALDWIN) and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) were added
as cosponsors of S. 3380, a bill to pro-
hibit the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from retro-
actively reducing certain determina-
tions under the Renewable Fuel Pro-
gram, and for other purposes.
S. 3412
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3412, a bill to prohibit the use of Fed-
eral funds to enforce the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of Health
and Human Services relating to
COVID-19 vaccine and mask require-
ments for Head Start programs.
S. 3436
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name
of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3436, a bill to require the imposition
of sanctions with respect to entities re-
sponsible for the planning, construc-
tion, or operation of the Nord Stream 2
pipeline and their corporate officers
and to apply congressional review
under the Countering America’s Adver-
saries Through Sanctions Act to the
removal of sanctions relating to Nord
Stream 2, and for other purposes.
S. 3463
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Ms. LuMMIs) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 3463, a bill to impose sanctions
and other measures in response to the
failure of the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to allow an in-
vestigation into the origins of COVID-
19 at suspect laboratories in Wuhan.
S. RES. 35
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 35, a resolution condemning the
military coup that took place on Feb-
ruary 1, 2021, in Burma and the Bur-
mese military’s detention of civilian
leaders, calling for an immediate and
unconditional release of all those de-
tained and for those elected to serve in
parliament to resume their duties
without impediment, and for other pur-
poses.
S. RES. 390
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Ms.
SINEMA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 390, a resolution expressing appre-
ciation for the State of Qatar’s efforts
to assist the United States during Op-
eration Allies Refuge.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and
Mr. HAGERTY):

S. 3492. A bill to address the impor-
tance of foreign affairs training in na-
tional security, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce an act, co-sponsored
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by Senator HAGERTY, that addresses
the importance of foreign affairs train-
ing to national security and, more spe-
cifically, intends to improve training
and professional development of the
Foreign Service officers and civil serv-
ice staff at the U.S. State Department.

This act calls for the State Depart-
ment to move beyond its traditional
approach towards a more robust profes-
sional training program, incorporating
innovative education and training
courses, methods, and opportunities.
Employees of the State Department
have a long, honorable tradition of pro-
viding excellence in diplomacy, but it
is time to modernize the training and
professional development they receive,
enabling them to more effectively pro-
mote our national security interests
abroad and ensuring the retention of
our best and brightest employees.

The legislation will accomplish the
following: provide a more effective and
updated training program for employ-
ees of the State Department, to include
increased virtual instruction that is
interactive and more accessible to per-
sonnel deployed around the world, as
well as increased training provided by
partner organizations such as univer-
sities, industry entities, and non-
governmental organization, NGOs: es-
tablish a Chief Learning Officer posi-
tion to serve as the principal adviser to
the Secretary of State and strategist
for State Department training and de-
velopment; and establish a nonpartisan
Board of Visitors to provide inde-
pendent advice and recommendations
regarding training at the Foreign Serv-
ice Institute.

Other key elements of the legislation
include establishment of a clear link
between required employee training
and promotional opportunities and as-
signments at the State Department; a
“training float’” strategy that will
allow 10 to 15 percent of Foreign Serv-
ice and civil service officers and staff
to participate in training at any given
time; a call for the State Department
to establish new fellowship programs
for Foreign Service and civil service of-
ficers and staff in addition to the cur-
rent Pearson and Brookings Fellowship
Programs, allowing them to partici-
pate in short- and long-term opportuni-
ties at think tanks, nongovernmental
organizations, the Department of De-
fense, industry entities, and relevant
university programs; and establish-
ment of a Center for Innovation in
Training and a Provost position at the
Foreign Service Institute, to evaluate
all courses and curriculum offered by
FSI and identify necessary updates to
meet the frequent changes required by
officers due to changing global dynam-
ics.

The Department of State is a crucial
national security agency, whose em-
ployees, both Foreign Service and civil
service, require the best possible train-
ing at every stage of their careers to
prepare them to promote and defend
U.S. national interests and the health
and safety of U.S. citizens abroad.
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As chair of the Subcommittee on
U.S. State Department and USAID
Management, International Oper-
ations, and Bilateral International De-
velopment, along with Ranking Mem-
ber Senator HAGERTY, I have presided
over the first two in a planned series of
subcommittee hearings on moderniza-
tion of the State Department. The
most recent hearing, held in November
of last year, made clear that the nu-
merous studies issued about the State
Department’s need to change its cul-
ture, starting with an innovative train-
ing and professional development pro-
gram, were on the mark.

During the hearing, we heard that
“‘everything is fine”’ at State in terms
of training, while the Department’s re-
tention rate indicates the loss of expe-
rienced Foreign Service officers and
civil servants. External witnesses Am-
bassador David Miller, president of the
Diplomatic Studies Foundation, and
Joshua Marcuse, who formerly served
as the Executive Director of the De-
fense Innovation Board, painted a very
different picture, calling for an over-
arching effort to change the culture of
the State Department—which as one of
the oldest Federal Departments is
steeped in tradition and protocol—to
transform it once again into the lead
Agency executing American foreign
policy overseas.

The level of challenges the State De-
partment faces now around the world
are almost unprecedented, with the re-
turn of great power competition, the
rise of authoritarianism, the collapse
of Afghanistan, climate change, the
COVID-19 pandemic, and—not least—
assisting American citizens around the

world. Professional education and
training must be top priorities at the
State Department, and we must

strengthen the professionalization of
our diplomats through a career-long
program that focuses on mastery of
substantive foreign policy issues, diplo-
matic expertise, superb customer serv-
ice for American citizens abroad, and
leadership.

Secretary of State Antony Blinken
gave a speech last fall on ‘“‘Modernizing
American Diplomacy,” and one of the
five pillars he described is that of
building and retaining a diverse, dy-
namic, and entrepreneurial workforce,
and empowering and equipping State
Department employees to succeed. This
bill will kick-start the rebuilding ef-
fort Mr. Blinken spoke about, putting
the emphasis on training and profes-
sional development of the Depart-
ment’s greatest asset: its people.

I remain committed to continuing to
work with the Biden administration
and my colleagues in Congress to pro-
vide every opportunity for State De-
partment employees to receive the best
possible training at every stage of their
careers, to prepare them to promote
and defend U.S. national interests and
the health and safety of U.S. citizens
abroad.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and
Ms. COLLINS):
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S. 3493. A bill to require guidance on
extending expiration dates for certain
drugs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to highlight legislation I am in-
troducing with the senior Senator from
Maine, Ms. COLLINS, to address pre-
scription drug shortages. We rely on
prescription drugs to battle infectious
diseases like SARS-CoV-2, for the
treatment of cancer and hormonal dis-
orders and in countless other facets of
modern medicine. When drug short-
ages, which are unforeseen supply dis-
ruptions, occur, healthcare teams must
scramble to develop new plans of care
because the optimal treatment is no
longer available. The Drug Shortages
Shelf Life Extension Act will help
tackle drug shortages by enabling the
Food and Drug Administration, FDA,
to extend the shelf of certain drugs at
risk of shortage in a safe fashion.

Prescription drug shortages are a
persistent problem, leading to dimin-
ished access to vital medications and
potentially catastrophic outcomes for
patients. FDA wrote in its 2019 Drug
Shortages Task Force Report that dis-
carding drugs if they exceed an unnec-
essarily short expiration date can exac-
erbate drug shortages. Essentially, the
shelf life for certain drugs can be safely
extended, and I support empowering
authorities to do so to prevent drug
shortages.

Last year, I introduced the Drug
Shortages Prevention & Quality Im-
provement Act. The legislation would
address some of the main causes of
drug shortages and provide solutions to
mitigate their effects. The legislation
would give the FDA additional tools to
mitigate drug shortages, such as ex-
tending shelf lives for certain essential
drugs. This legislation also seeks to ad-
dress prescription drug shortages by
creating incentives for manufacturers
to upgrade their facilities to prevent
shortages. Some of the facilities FDA
has tied to drug shortages have been
operating continually since the 1960s
with minimal upgrades to manufac-
turing lines and facilities. The FDA
Drug Shortages Task Force report
found that quality concerns caused 62
percent of drug shortages from 2013 to
2017.

Last April, Senate Health, REdu-
cation, Labor and Pensions, HELP,
Committee Chair MURRAY and Ranking
Member BURR announced plans to de-
velop a bipartisan initiative to prepare
the Nation for future public health
emergencies in light of the COVID-19
pandemic. I applaud this effort to mod-
ernize our national response efforts for
the current pandemic and future
pandemics and look forward to consid-
eration of this legislation on the floor
of the Senate. I was particularly
pleased to see language included in the
HELP Committee’s discussion draft for
this preparedness initiative from the
Drug Shortages Shelf Life Extension
Act. Extending shelf lives of certain
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drugs is not only critical to prevent
drug shortages but also to enable our
prescription drug supply chain to be
more responsive and better prepared to
respond to public health emergencies.

Domestically, we continue to battle
the COVID-19 pandemic. We are near-
ing record-high hospitalizations due to
COVID-19, including record-high levels
for children. In my State of Maryland,
we have encountered a new record-high
hospitalization level every day since
December 29. For many patients, the
severity and mortality rates are lower
due to higher vaccination levels and
better treatments gleaned from our ex-
perience in battling COVID-19 so far,
but these high hospitalization rates are
straining an already overburdened sys-
tem.

As we continue fighting the pan-
demic, in addition to other diseases
and illnesses, timely access to medica-
tions is essential for our healthcare
providers and their patients. The Drug
Shortages Shelf Life Extension Act
would require FDA to update guidance
tied to manufacturer testing of the
shelf life of prescription drug and to re-
port to Congress on actions taken to
update the shelf life dates of relevant
drugs. Shelf life expiration dates are
established through regulations gov-
erning prescription drug stability test-
ing, which need to be reexamined since
they have not been amended since 1981.
I look forward to working with the
Biden administration as it implements
this essential legislation and related
regulations.

I urge my colleagues to join Senator
CoLLINS and me in support of the Drug
Shortages Shelf Life Extension Act to
improve access to essential prescrip-
tion drugs and to prevent or mitigate
future drug shortages. No one should
have to go without essential prescrip-
tions drugs when usable supplies are
available but have potentially inac-
curate use-by dates stamped on their
box or bottle.

———————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION  487—CON-
GRATULATING THE UNIVERSITY
OF WISCONSIN BADGERS ON WIN-
NING THE 2021 NATIONAL COLLE-
GIATE ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION
DIVISION I WOMEN’S
VOLLEYBALL CHAMPIONSHIP

Ms. BALDWIN (for herself and Mr.
JOHNSON) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

S. RES. 487

Whereas, on December 18, 2021, the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin Badgers won the 2021 Na-
tional Collegiate Athletic Association (re-
ferred to in this preamble as the ‘“NCAA”)
Division I Women’s Volleyball Championship
and finished the season with an impressive
record of 31 wins and 3 losses;

Whereas the University of Wisconsin wom-
en’s volleyball team defeated the University
of Nebraska Cornhuskers in a thrilling 5-set
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match to win the program’s first ever na-
tional championship;

Whereas the following players should be
congratulated for their hard work and dedi-
cation in representing the University of Wis-
consin with dignity: Izzy Ashburn, Lauren
Barnes, Joslyn Boyer, Giorgia Civita, Jade
Demps, Liz Gregorski, MJ Hammill, Danielle
Hart, Sydney Hilley, Lauren Jardine, Grace
Loberg, Anna MacDonald, Julia Orzol, Syd-
ney Reed, Dana Rettke, Devyn Robinson,
Anna Smrek, and Julia Wohlert;

Whereas the Badgers were led by an out-
standing coaching and support staff, includ-
ing Kelly Sheffield, Brittany Dildine, Gary
White, Jessica Williams, Annemarie Hickey,
Mackenzie Long, Kristen Walker, Kevin
Schultz, Katie Smith, Diane Nordstrom, and
Bianca Miceli;

Whereas the championship point was
scored by senior middle blocker Dana
Rettke, the 2021 National Player of the Year
and the only b5-time American Volleyball
Coaches Association (referred to in this pre-
amble as the ““AVCA”) First-Team All-Amer-
ican in NCAA Volleyball history;

Whereas freshman opposite hitter Anna
Smrek was named the Most Outstanding
Player of the NCAA National Championship,
while Dana Rettke and Sydney Hilley were
also named to the NCAA National Champion-
ship All-Tournament Team;

Whereas senior setter Sydney Hilley was
also selected as the 2021 Senior CLASS
Award recipient as the most outstanding
senior student-athlete in Division I women’s
volleyball;

Whereas Assistant Coach Brittany Dildine
was named the AVCA Division I National As-
sistant Coach of the Year;

Whereas the University of Wisconsin wom-
en’s volleyball team—

(1) captured the 2021 Big Ten conference
championship for the third consecutive sea-
son;

(2) featured 3 players who earned AVCA
All-American honors at the end of the sea-
son, Dana Rettke, Sydney Hilley, and
Lauren Barnes; and

(3) has had a history of players, past and
present, who also represent the University of
Wisconsin on the international stage;

Whereas the players and staff persevered
through the challenges presented by the
COVID-19 pandemic; and

Whereas the Badger women’s volleyball
team has brought great pride and honor to
the University of Wisconsin and its alumni,
loyal fans, and the State of Wisconsin: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) congratulates the University of Wis-
consin Badgers on winning the 2021 National
Collegiate Athletic Association Division I
Women’s Volleyball Championship;

(2) recognizes the achievements of the
players, coaches, and staff who contributed
to this championship season; and

(3) respectfully requests that the Secretary
of the Senate prepare an official copy of this
resolution for presentation to—

(A) the Chancellor of the University of
Wisconsin, Rebecca Blank;

(B) the Athletic Director of the University
of Wisconsin, Chris McIntosh; and

(C) the Head Coach of the University of
Wisconsin volleyball team, Kelly Sheffield.
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SENATE RESOLUTION  488—CON-
GRATULATING THE UNIVERSITY
OF WISCONSIN-EAU CLAIRE
BLUGOLDS ON WINNING THE 2021
NATIONAL COLLEGIATE ATH-
LETIC ASSOCIATION DIVISION III
WOMEN’S VOLLEYBALL CHAM-
PIONSHIP

Ms. BALDWIN (for herself and Mr.
JOHNSON) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

S. RES. 488

Whereas, on November 20, 2021, the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Eau Claire Blugolds won
the 2021 National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation Division III Women’s Volleyball
Championship and finished the season with
an impressive record of 35 wins and 3 losses;

Whereas the University of Wisconsin-Eau
Claire women’s volleyball team defeated the
Calvin University Knights in 3 sets to win
the program’s first ever national champion-
ship;

Whereas Ava Aldag, Makenzie Bachmann,
Kendra Baierl, Arianna Barrett, Sophia
Brown, Sheridan Dettmann, Hannah
Flottmeyer, Sarah Kuchcik, Emma Macken,
Libby Macken, Charlie Nelson, Clara Olson,
Kelly Page, Olivia Rooney, Maren Saunders,
Taylor Scalia, Erika Stensland, Victoria Van
Dan, Abby Volk, and Jordan Witzel worked
hard, showed great dedication, and rep-
resented the University of Wisconsin-Eau
Claire with dignity;

Whereas the coaching and support staff of
the Blugolds, Kim Wudi, Alex Berger, Jodi
Risen, Katrina Raskie, Dylan Graber, Robin
Baker, Nick Hoven, Rachel Delanois, and
Erin Sparks, guided the team throughout the
season;

Whereas Assistant Coach Jodi Risen was
named the American Volleyball Coaches As-
sociation Division ITI Assistant Coach of the
Year;

Whereas the University of Wisconsin-Eau
Claire women'’s volleyball team—

(1) also captured the 2021 Wisconsin Inter-
collegiate Athletic Conference regular sea-
son and tournament championships; and

(2) featured 3 players who earned American
Volleyball Coaches Association All-Amer-
ican honors at the end of the season, specifi-
cally—

(A) Kendra Baierl;
(B) Charlie Nelson; and
(C) Arianna Barrett;

Whereas the players and staff of the
Blugold women’s volleyball team persevered
through the challenges presented by the
COVID-19 pandemic; and

Whereas the Blugold women’s volleyball
team has brought great pride and honor to
the University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire and
its alumni, loyal fans, and the State of Wis-
consin: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) congratulates the University of Wis-
consin-Eau Claire Blugolds on winning the
2021 National Collegiate Athletic Association
Division III Women’s Volleyball Champion-
ship;

(2) recognizes the achievements of the
players, coaches, and staff who contributed
to this championship season; and

(3) respectfully requests that the Secretary
of the Senate prepare an official copy of this
resolution for presentation to—

(A) the Chancellor of the University of
Wisconsin-Eau Claire, James C. Schmidt;

(B) the Athletic Director of the University
of Wisconsin-Eau Claire, Dan Schumacher;
and
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(C) the Head Coach of the University of
Wisconsin-Eau Claire women’s volleyball
team, Kim Wudi.

———
SENATE RESOLUTION  489—COM-
MENDING THE ACTIONS OF

CUBAN HUMAN RIGHTS AND DE-
MOCRACY ACTIVIST JOSE DAN-
IEL FERRER GARCIA, AND ALL
PRO-DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN
RIGHTS ACTIVISTS, IN DEMAND-
ING FUNDAMENTAL CIVIL LIB-
ERTIES IN CUBA AND SPEAKING
OUT AGAINST CUBA’S BRUTAL,
TOTALITARIAN COMMUNIST RE-
GIME

Mr. SCOTT of Florida (for himself,
Mr. BRAUN, and Mr. RUBIO) submitted
the following resolution; which was
considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 489

Whereas on July 11, 2021, protestors in
more than 40 cities marched in the streets of
Cuba to exercise their fundamental right to
peacefully assemble and express their opposi-
tion to the Cuban regime, resulting in the
largest anti-government demonstration on
the island in decades;

Whereas the Cuban protestors, in a clear
message—

(1) called for an end to communism, cen-
sorship, and oppression in Cuba; and

(2) demanded basic human rights and their
God-given freedom;

Whereas during the July 2021 protests, in a
crude and savage effort to silence the Cuban
people, the Communist party—

(1) deployed a wave of terror throughout
Cuba by unleashing its secret police and
military forces on the peaceful protestors;

(2) harassed and threatened men, women,
and children, some of whom were in their
homes;

(3) abducted and tortured civil society
leaders; and

(4) detained more than 1,300 Cubans, ac-
cording to media reports;

Whereas Felix Navarro Rodriguez, a re-
nowned pro-democracy activist who was ar-
rested during the ‘‘Black Spring’’ of 2003, is
the President of the Pedro Luis Boitel Abra-
ham Democracy Party, and is a member of
the Executive Secretariat of the Democratic
Action Unity Table (MUAD), was arrested,
then charged with the alleged crime of ‘“‘at-
tack and public disorder’, after merely ap-
pearing at a police unit in Cuba to inquire
about the status of members of his group
who were detained during the July 11 pro-
test;

Whereas in August 2021, Felix Navarro
Rodriguez, in protest of his unlawful arrest,
the terrible conditions in which he was being
held and the cruelty he suffered in prison,
went on a hunger strike for 30 days, remains
isolated, is in a delicate state of health, and
is restricted from communicating with his
family;

Whereas José Daniel Ferrer Garcia, leader
of the Patriotic Union of Cuba (UNPACU), is
a Cuban human rights and democracy activ-
ist, who has worked incessantly to promote
fundamental civil liberties for the Cuban
people;

Whereas José Daniel Ferrer Garcia, who
was born in Santiago de Cuba on July 29,
1970, has dedicated most of his adult life in
peaceful protest against Cuba’s brutal and
totalitarian Communist dictatorship to en-
sure that Cubans are allowed to have a voice
in matters concerning their own country;

Whereas José Daniel Ferrer Garcia was
among the hundreds of activists who were
unlawfully detained by the Cuban regime
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and has been unjustly imprisoned in isola-
tion for nearly 180 days, where he has been
subjected to physical and psychological tor-
ture by the brutal Communist Cuban regime;

Whereas according to José Daniel Ferrer
Garcia’s family, his health is dire, he is suf-
fering from severe headaches, mouth bleed-
ing, malnutrition, bouts of coughing, and the
inability to sleep, all of which was caused by
the cruel torture and inhumane treatment
he received from the Cuban regime;

Whereas a host of other pro-democracy ac-
tivists have been imprisoned solely for
peacefully exercising their rights to freedom
of expression, including Ciro Alexis Casa-
novas Pérez, Loreto Hernandez Garcia and
wife, Donaida Pérez Paseiro, Didier Eduardo
Almagro Toledo, Nidia Bienes Paseiro,
Demis Valdés Sarduy, Misael Diaz Paseiro,
Arianna Lopez Roque, twin sisters Lisdani
Rodriguez Isaac and Lisdiani Rodriguez
Isaac, and Ivan Hernandez Carrillo;

Whereas during the week of Christmas
2021, many of these peaceful demonstrators
were convicted on charges of sedition and
sentenced to decades in prison just for de-
manding basic human rights; and

Whereas the totalitarian regime is terri-
fied of brave and courageous leaders who
stand resolute in fighting for a free Cuba,
and will persecute, kidnap, torture, or kill
anyone who stands up against their tyranny:

Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) condemns the repression of José Daniel
Ferrer Garcia and all brave Cuban activists,
and demands their immediate and uncondi-
tional release from prison;

(2) condemns the brutal torture and inhu-
mane treatment of José Daniel Ferrer Garcia
by the Cuban regime and calls for an imme-
diate humanitarian medical visit by an inde-
pendent human rights organization to him
and to all political prisoners who have been
unjustly and illegally detained by the Cuban
regime since July 11, 2021;

(3) condemns Cuba’s brutal totalitarian
Communist dictatorship and demands an end
to the suffering of the Cuban people and the
impunity of the Cuban regime’s human
rights abusers;

(4) calls for the internmational community
to stand with the Cuban people and against
Cuba’s totalitarian Communist regime for
infringing on the freedom of thought, will,
expression, assembly, and prosperity of the
Cuban people; and

(5) commends the courage of the pro-de-
mocracy movement and all freedom activists
in Cuba for risking everything to bring free-
dom to the Cuban people.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have 7
requests for committees to meet during
today’s session of the Senate. They
have the approval of the Majority and
Minority Leaders.

Pursuant to rule XXVI, paragraph
5(a), of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the following committees are au-
thorized to meet during today’s session
of the Senate:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

The Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry is authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, January 12, 2022, at 3:30
p.m., to conduct a business meeting.
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COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS
The Committee on Environment and
Public Works is authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, January 12, 2022, at 2:45
p.m., to conduct a business meeting on
nominations.
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS
The Committee on Environment and
Public Works is authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, January 12, 2022, at 2:45
p.m., to conduct a hearing.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
The Committee on the Judiciary is
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Wednesday, January
12, 2022, at 9 a.m., to conduct a hearing
on nominations.
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
The Committee on Foreign Relations
is authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of he Senate on Wednesday, Janu-
ary 12, 2022, at 9 a.m., to conduct a
business meeting.
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
The Committee on Foreign Relations
is authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, Janu-
ary 12, 2022, to conduct a hearing on
nominations.
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
The Select Committee on Intel-
ligence is authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, January 12, 2022, at 2 p.m., to con-
duct a hearing on a nomination.

————

NOTICE: REGISTRATION OF MASS
MAILINGS

The filing date for the 2021 fourth
quarter Mass Mailing report is Tues-
day, January 25, 2022. An electronic op-
tion is available on Webster that will
allow forms to be submitted via a
fillable PDF document. If your office
did no mass mailings during this pe-
riod, please submit a form that states
‘“‘none.”

Mass mailing registrations or nega-
tive reports can be submitted elec-
tronically at http:/webster.senate.gov/
secretary/mass_mailing form.htm or e-
mailed to OPR_MassMailings@
sec.senate.gov.

For further information, please con-

tact the Senate Office of Public
Records at (202) 224-0322.
———

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 3488

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, I under-
stand that there is a bill at the desk,
and I ask for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the bill by title for the
first time.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3488) to counter the aggression of
the Russian Federation against Ukraine and
Eastern European allies, to expedite security
assistance to Ukraine to bolster Ukraine’s
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defense capabilities, and to impose sanctions
relating to the actions of the Russian Fed-
eration with respect to Ukraine, and for
other purposes.

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, I now
ask for a second reading, and in order
to place the bill on the calendar under
the provisions of rule XIV, I object to
my own request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The bill will be read for the second
time on the next legislative day.

————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY,
JANUARY 13, 2022
Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it re-
cess until 10 a.m., Thursday, January
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13; that following the prayer and
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be
approved to date, the time for the two
leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and morning business be
closed; that upon the conclusion of
morning business, the Senate proceed
to the consideration of S. 3436, as pro-
vided under the previous order; further,
that the Senate recess from 12:45 p.m.
until 2:15 p.m.; that at 2:15 p.m., there
be 30 minutes for debate, equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their
designees, and that upon the use or
yielding back of that time, the Senate
vote on passage of S. 3436, as provided
under the previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent
that it stand in recess under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:04 p.m., recessed until Thursday,
January 13, 2022, at 10 a.m.

———————

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate January 12, 2022:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AMITABHA BOSE, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE ADMINIS-
TRATOR OF THE FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION.

THE JUDICIARY

GABRIEL P. SANCHEZ, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT.
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